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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
 
Occupational Health and Safety (OHS) is an integral component of the employment relationship 
between an employee and an employer. In NSW it is mandated by law, under the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act 2000 which was the relevant principal OHS Act in place for the time covered 
by the research for this thesis. The Work Health and Safety Act, 2011 (WHS Act, 2011) did not 
apply until 1 January 2012. Further, with emerging numbers of injuries in the workplace (WorkCover 
NSW, September 2003), it is essential to understand how workplace injuries impacts OHS, people, 
and the Quick Service Restaurants (QSR) sector. The intention of this research is to provide a 
better understanding of OHS in the QSR sector and OHS systems that could assist in building a 
positive safety culture across the QSR sector in Australia, making it a safer place to work. To 
illustrate the significance of OHS in the QSR sector, this research utilises the Hungry Jack’s 
organisation as an exemplar case study to demonstrate the key elements of OHS in the QSR sector 
in NSW.  
 
Hungry Jack’s is the subject organisation for the research examining the three key OHS elements 
safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership in the NSW QSR sector. Hungry Jack’s is 
subsidiary of Competitive Foods Australia (CFAL). Hungry Jack’s was founded in 1971 in Western 
Australia by Jack Cowin, who later expanded his venture nationally. In NSW, Hungry Jack’s 
currently operates over 50 company owned restaurants, and the rest are owned and operated by 
individual franchisees and investors. www.hungryjack’s.com. The company in NSW employs over 
1000 staff and 200 managers including senior and line management. The company’s workers’ 
compensation statistics clearly indicates that since the introduction of occupational health and 
safety management system in 2003 in NSW, the cost of workers’ compensation insurance premium 
has steadily reduced. Whilst the cost of the workers’ compensation insurance premium in dollar 
terms (WorkCover NSW, September 2003) suggests that the injury numbers and cost per claim 
may be impacting positively, management at Hungry Jack’s still have room for improvement in 
altering the safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership, company-wide. According to 
WorkCover NSW, (2003) there are still too many injuries sustained to the youth workers employed 
by QSR businesses such as Hungry Jack’s which constitute a high percentage of workplace injuries 
in comparison to the total employee base. Competitors in the QSR sector employ a similar 
workforce and NSW workers’ compensation statistics mirror a too high incidence of injury to that 
workforce for the entire sector (vide Work Cover NSW, Workers’ Compensation Statistics 2009).   
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The intention of this research is to identify the relationship between youth employment, severity 
and frequency of injuries, as well as the social and economic cost to employees and Hungry Jack’s 
as one of the major employers of youth workers in the QSR sector in Australia. The research 
examines safety culture, safety climate, safety leadership and safety management systems 
(SMS’s), comparing the organisational approach to OHS in Hungry Jack’s NSW to those suggested 
in the literature. The research examines the safety management systems of its 68 company 
operated restaurants in NSW, as well as an overview of Hungry Jack’s national corporate OHS 
strategies comparing past and present OHS performance of the company. 
 
The research evaluates Hungry Jack’s safety performance since 2003 to identify what actions were 
implemented to improve OHS particularly in NSW as well as nationally. The OHS performance from 
pre 2003 will also be compared to that in 2003 and subsequently up to 2008 analysing as to what 
strategic actions implemented during the pre and post process to improve OHS performance in 
NSW. 
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OHS Context 
The purpose of this research is to identify OHS in the QSR sector specifically in NSW. There is a 
requirement at law in Australia to ensure safety, health and welfare of employees. In NSW for the 
study period it was premised on an absolute duty of care for employers under the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act 2000 (NSW OHS Act 2000) and the Occupational Health and Safety 
Regulation 2001 (NSW OHS Regulation 2001). However, compliance with OHS law, including the 
WHS Act, may not be adequate, as it requires OHS to be the key workplace policy, which demands 
accountability. The key aspect of the research is to examine leadership, communications and 
behaviours suggested in the literature as key essentials of safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership in the workplace. Several key sources have already been examined in this regard, in 
particular Guldenmund, (2007), and the germinal, but now somewhat dated, Blake and Mouton, 
(1985), as well as other prominent authors such as Dingsdag, (2006), to understand the relevance 
of safety from legal and ethical compliance perspective. Accordingly, one of the aims of the 
research is to observe to what extent management style influences workplace safety. Further, the 
state of the literature expanded below, suggests that safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership influence safety management and safety performance in general.    
 
Further, the research is designed to investigate the extent to which safety leadership has a role in 
OHS decision making process in the QSR sector and, whether or not managers have a decisive 
role in the OHS assessment process. Leadership fundamentals influences the safety culture and 
safety climate which in turn determines how safety management systems are managed in a 
workplace. This research intends to categorize and analyse the essentials of leadership as well as 
safety culture and safety climate that makes safety management systems effective in the 
workplace. The aim of the thesis is also to examine if by providing an educational OHS leadership, 
safety culture and safety climate atmosphere to managers and employees, whether they would be 
in a better position to understand the significance of working safely, which may perhaps assist the 
QSR sector in lowering injury rates. Second, the literature review referred to below whether the 
approach may generate a change in safe work practices, which in turn perhaps lead to behavioural 
changes humanizing safety culture, safety climate, safety leadership, and most importantly, safety 
awareness in the workplace. The objective of this research is based on the data obtained from 
interviewing managers and employees, to gather information that may result in the education and 
training of managers and employees thereby minimising injury rates, and most markedly to change 
the safety culture and safety climate of Hungry Jack’s in NSW and the QSR sector in Australia. 
Injury statistics under the current OHS regimen are recorded and injury statistics are compared 
annually over a three-year period to test the efficacy of the learning intervention. 
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In addition, the research also identifies other safety leadership qualities that may be secondary, but 
corollary contributions to the management of OHS in the workplace, such as those outlined by Cox 
& Cox, (1996), Dingsdag, (2006), Biggs and Sheehan, (2006), for example. By definition, leadership 
is relatively broad in application; therefore, the research identifies components of leadership that 
may be used to develop an effective OHS management system approach for the QSR sector in 
Australia. 
 
Part of the literature review critiques the leadership literature and analyses the significance of OHS 
theory- to-practice in Australia in the QSR sector, focusing primarily on Hungry Jack’s operations 
as a case study. Cogent critiques of leadership theory and practice are found in Simon & Simon, 
(1996), and Hopkins, (2005), for example, as well as other leading articles and studies sourced for 
this research. There are a number of factors that require consideration when analysing OHS 
practice in the QSR sector that other authors may have perhaps overlooked in the past. For 
example, from the literature reviewed, we learn that employee age plays a critical role in safety 
performance in the QSR sector: Age has not been adequately examined as a causal factor for 
injuries sustained in the workplace. It may also be worth noting that an OHS theoretical framework 
without any workplace association may be questioned, as workplaces have varying degree of 
hazards and risk contexts. 
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Presenting issues in this Case Study 
 
Traditionally, with less focus on OHS and particularly industrial relations, employers were in a 
position to dictate terms of workplace conditions. As successive NSW governments promoted 
workplace safety, administered and enforced the OHS legislation, viz the 1983 and 2000 OHS Acts 
and the 2001 OHS Regulation, OHS awareness level of the workforce has become rather more 
prominent, but to a limited extent. In practice, as identified during the semi- structured focus group 
discussions held for this research, the challenges of accepting and adopting OHS in the workplace 
is far from becoming a reality. While it may be easy to formulate the plans to action the OHS 
standards, a total commitment and dedication is required to ensure a full implementation of the 
program is initiated, managed, monitored and measured. Evidence gathered, as well as these 
semi-structured group discussions illustrates most youth workers’ employment objective may be 
more aligned with instant monetary gain rather than a career or being actively involved with OHS 
in the workplace. Perhaps, as a result rising numbers of injuries are occurring from related causes 
explored in this research as discussed in detail below. Other causational factors such as employee 
turnover are yet another pitfall explored in this research. The QSR sector in Australia largely 
employs young employees between the ages of 15 to 19 (ABS 2011). Reason being to keep the 
costs of the hourly rate low, as the QSR sector generally is a low margin business and relies heavily 
on consumer volume to sustain the high costs of running the business. 
 
Typically these employees are employed on a short term basis as most of them do not see a career 
in the QSR sector as permanent. Consequently, turnover of employees is high due to the nature of 
this practice in the industry. It is proposed to examine Hungry Jack’s NSW to identify why a 
disproportionately high number of youth employees in the QSR sector are injured compared to 
cohorts of older employees. The research intends to investigate whether or not employees are 
provided with the appropriate training, education and knowledge by managers in OHS procedures, 
and whether or not restaurant managers have the appropriate training and knowledge in OHS 
procedures themselves, in order to lead others. Generally, in the industry the approach is to sell 
fast food at volume, efficiently and cost effectively. Due to the low profit margins of the industry, 
managers are employed to manage employees to deliver fast food cost effectively, but not 
necessarily safely perhaps. Since managers are of a younger age and employee turnover is high, 
the research examines whether or not they see mandatory management requirements of the OHS 
regulatory framework in NSW as being part of their role as restaurant managers. As a result, 
managers’ scope and experience in OHS practice probably is limited due to the institutionalized 
nature of the operations in the QSR sector in NSW. Hence the culture of the industry may be that 
incidents and accidents are an accepted norm. Therefore, it was the intention of the research to 
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analyze the attitudes of managers at all levels at Hungry Jack’s in this regard by conducting semi-
structured focus group discussions in NSW. 
 
Chapter Overview:  
 
Extensive longitudinal studies have been conducted in numerous industries, both large and small 
in Australia by prominent authors, such as Cox and Cox, (1996), Gunningham, (1984), 
Guldenmund, (2007), Hopkins, (2005), Shearn, (2003), Simon and Simon, (1996) to name a few. 
Whilst many of these OHS studies have a theoretical focus, the likes of Warrick and Sinah, (1999), 
Vecchio-Sadus and Griffiths, (2004), without necessarily having practical application and 
experience at a QSR workplace, this research is conducted in an applied environment which tests 
the applicability of OHS theory at the workplace in a QSR company in NSW, which typically 
represents the operational function of the QSR industry in Australia and internationally. Ideally the 
research should present readers with a clearer understanding of how OHS applies in the QSR 
workplace, which creates a unique paradigm as most research is conducted in heavy industries 
such as construction, manufacturing, production, mining etc. The semi-structured focus group data 
gathered is the main evidence that informs the critical significance of workplace safety in Hungry 
Jack’s, a representative organisation in the QSR industry. 
 
The thesis contains 6 chapters. Further, as part of the introduction, the chapters contain brief 
synopsis of their content. Generally, research is not validated unless the data is substantiated and 
backed up by realisable theoretical arguments. As Friedrich Engels famously stated, “An ounce of 
action is worth a ton of theory”. It is obviously apparent that much OHS research is conducted on 
a theoretical basis alone while too few are based in practice. Whether the theoretical models are 
actually functional in a workplace is hard to identify, unless stated by authors how they are.  
Chapter 1 enlightens what the research is and to what extent does OHS play a critical role in the 
QSR industry in NSW. In order to qualify the research questions, chapter 2 expands the research 
into OHS leadership, linking the research question to OHS literature to validate the themes and 
provides an understanding of what OHS practice is and how OHS leadership plays a critical role in 
establishing safety culture and safety climate. Chapter 3 outlines the research methodology that is 
used to gather and analyse the data. The research methodology is triangulated; comprising of: 
1. Literature review of safety management system, safety culture, safety climate, and safety 
leadership from Australian and international sources, which are intended to discern the 
most recognized approaches.  
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2. Another aspect of the methodology is to examine the performance of the QSR sector using 
WorkCover NSW workers’ compensations statistics for the industry as a whole and 
comparing it with Hungry Jack’s performance.  
3. Part of the research was to conduct three semi-structured pilot focus groups with managers 
and employees, primarily to ascertain organisational safety culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership approaches of Hungry Jack’s managers in three defined socio-economic 
areas in NSW; Northern NSW, Sydney CBD and Southern NSW.  
The research design also includes thirteen semi-structured focus groups to validate themes 
emerging from the pilot discussions with the managers and employees. The outcomes of these 
semi-structured groups discussions are discussed at length in relevant chapters below. Chapter 4 
expands on the semi-structured focus group discussions to identify the common themes from the 
analysis. Chapter 5 is dedicated to an extensive literature review on safety culture, safety climate 
and safety leadership. The chapter looks at various factors that impact safety culture, safety climate 
and safety leadership. The chapter critically analyses OHS theories with this regard and their 
principle arguments and questions applicability. Further, the chapter appraises how necessary the 
safety applications suggested in the literature are in the workplace. These are then compared to 
the semi-structured focus group data collated and compared to the OHS theoretical models found 
in the literature in chapters 3 and 4. In particular the applicability of safety culture, safety climate 
and safety leadership theory is analysed to see whether these are the driving factors of superior 
OHS practice in a workplace they are claimed to be. The literature review also examines and 
discusses what other factors are significant in this regard. The chapter also compares and contrasts 
the various theoretical positions suggested by the authors. The intention of this chapter is to 
evaluate the research findings against current theory of OHS and present a clear understanding of 
how OHS is applied in the QSR workplace. To conclude the research findings, chapter 6 is the final 
chapter of the research. In this chapter, all the findings are critiqued and summarized to ensure the 
objectives of the research has been successfully reached. Some of the discussion is based on 
recommendations. These recommendations are written with the view that the information gathered 
has relevance to Hungry Jack’s and perhaps the QSR sector in Australia. The intention is to use 
the research extracts as a learning tool, educating the QSR industry on the significance of having 
the right corporate safety culture.   
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Chapter 2 
 
Literature Review 
 
Understanding OHS Leadership 
 
OHS leadership is an area that requires in-depth analysis and understanding across all industries 
in Australia, particularly in the QSR sector. (WorkCover NSW, September, 2003). With rapid growth 
of QSR in general, and the entry of the younger workforce, it seems that there is a growing gap in 
knowledge of what is safety culture and how it impacts the brand from a legal and ethical 
perspective. First, ongoing “casualization” of the workforce which places enormous pressure on 
the operations of the business, particularly safety protocols and overall OHS leadership. According 
to WorkCover NSW, (2003), generally, the QSR sector particularly in Australia employs casual, 
young employees who fall under the age of 20 years old. Second, as these employees are young, 
their ability to comply with workplace OHS and retaining OHS knowledge is a barrier that QSRs 
like Hungry Jack’s face daily. Hopkins, (2006), argues that observations of workplace behaviours 
of these young employees evince, anecdotally very little concern for self-safety and that of others 
due to their lack of knowledge of OHS in the workplace. They don’t take OHS seriously, as it is not 
seen as a priority or a key personal accountability. Third, these young employees, predominantly 
high school students are employed on a short period of time, typically between three to six months, 
therefore their level of enthusiasm and interest in abiding and maintaining workplace safety 
guidelines is superficial. Fourth, it further elevates the pressure on managers, as not only are they 
managing a fast paced business, but also a younger workforce. The QSR sector is then faced with 
another dilemma from a legislative compliance perspective which also impacts the safety culture 
of the workplace. At Hungry Jack’s, it is noted that over a fifteen year period, the age of manager’s 
have considerably reduced, which is a reflection of the QSR industry across Australia. With junior 
managers on board the industry is open to other issues that Hungry Jack’s has to contend with: 
First, experience of these managers remains low, therefore their confidence in demonstrating OHS 
leadership and managing a younger workforce lacks expertise. Edward, (1999), explains that 
identifying risks and implementing best practice OHS standards becomes a task that requires 
knowledge and balance of positive OHS leadership skills and business acumen. 
 
Further, according to the author’s experience, accomplishing the most out of people has been the 
driving factor in improving efficiency in Australia in the QSR industry in particular, because of low 
profit margins – a good example is the case study held for this research. As managers are also 
faced with the issue of financial viability, with constant employee turnover costing Hungry Jack’s 
millions of dollars each year, the question that is often raised is, why train in OHS requirements 
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when the employee is expected to leave the business anyway, a typical attitude of managers due 
to the lack of understanding that OHS is rather a legislative compliance requirement than a choice. 
This has become the most common argument, according to Blair, (2003), Cooper, (1998), and 
Guldenmund, (2007). It costs Hungry Jack’s NSW annually two and a half million dollars on 
employee turnover alone, a significant cost to the business. Nationally, it costs Hungry Jack‘s in 
the vicinity of eight million dollars a year on employee turnover. This is not only subject to Hungry 
Jack’s, but is a reflection of the QSR industry in across Australia.    
 
It is argued that in the QSR industry, implementing and monitoring all aspects of OHS with high 
intensity of casualised employment may not be as simple as it seems, however legislative 
compliance is critical regardless of the nature of the industry. This is not to say that the QSR 
industry should be exempt from the legislative requirements, however there may be a better way 
of managing OHS systems in a workplace as stated by WorkSafe Australia, (1993) – perhaps 
through the change of OHS leadership which is discussed below. 
 
OHS practice is often expounded from a theoretical aspect which may greatly differ from how it is 
implemented at the QSR workplace. Many authors seem to express their opinion based on 
research without having firsthand experience in delivering and monitoring OHS programs in the 
QSR industry as much research pertains to heavy industries rather than QSR as such. Whilst the 
legislative requirements are properly defined for the QSR industry, as noted at Hungry Jack’s in 
NSW, it is not always simple to implement these statutory requirements due to the complexity 
surrounding training employees in a highly casualised industry, where due to the high turnover rate 
of employees, it is difficult to maintain compliance in OHS requirements and equally, difficult to 
establish and maintain a fluid positive safety culture. According to Gunningham, (1984), and 
Guldenmund, (2007),  it is rather interesting to note that since the introduction of 1983 OHS Act in 
NSW, probably management in the QSR sector have either placed little effort in integrating OHS 
or lacked focus, hence increased numbers in workplace injuries and illnesses, costs and 
inconsistencies in safety impacted on the sector in NSW. It can be argued that one of the main 
reasons for the lack of OHS awareness is due to the lack of OHS leadership; however, it could also 
be argued that managers didn’t have the correct OHS skills and knowledge in implementing and 
monitoring OHS guidelines which probably is typical in the QSR industry in NSW. Comparing the 
results over the period of 9 years, in 1996-1997 there were 244 workplace related injuries in QSR 
industry in NSW alone, involving employees who were between the age of fifteen to nineteen years 
old. In 2004-2005, the injury numbers increased to 415, an increase of 71.72% over the period, a 
significant increase in injuries as stated by a report from WorkCover NSW, (2007). During 2004-
2005, youth employment also increased, therefore the increase in injury numbers are in part a 
reflection of increase in youth employment, as well as due to the mismanagement of OHS at work. 
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To signify the importance of this research, it is suggested that whilst youth employment during the 
period presumably increased, the findings presented maintains that despite employment growth, 
injuries should not be an accepted norm. The Australian Safety and Compensation Council 
Compendium (2004/2005) suggest that the total compensated injury rate declined by 13% in 2004-
2005. 
 
In NSW however, the injury numbers have increased over the same period in the QSR industry, 
therefore it would be safe to suggest that perhaps the compendium may not be accurately reflecting 
injury rates. On the contrary, the WorkCover NSW (2007) Workers Compensation injury statistics 
reveal that the injury numbers have increased at an exponential rate in the QSR industry in NSW. 
It is either that some industries have not progressed with respect to the reduction of injury numbers, 
or the numbers reported may not be exact, hence a decline in injury numbers by 13% on a national 
level. Once injuries are accepted as a norm (as it has been in Hungry Jack’s in NSW and nationally 
over the years), breaking through this negative safety cultural barrier becomes a challenge, 
whereby managers do not see injuries as a serious flaw in the overall safety management system. 
It is rather seen as an employee accountability, which relates to the aim in this chapter. Secondly, 
and most importantly, if these injuries are not taken seriously and addressed to identify the main 
root causes, then not changing the safety culture of management and employees both in reporting 
and correcting hazards creates yet another barrier for organisational change. Shearn (2003) argues 
that due to the lack of OHS knowledge, managers did not really understand the importance of risk 
management and further implementation of corrective actions in the workplace. At many times, it 
was noted that senior managers took a relaxed approach towards OHS in general, simply because 
it was not highlighted as critical scope of interest. The fact that NSW government has placed greater 
emphasis working closely with WorkCover NSW in implementing safety standards across industries 
such as construction, transport and manufacturing to mention a few, OHS incidents continue. Out 
of all states and territories in Australia, NSW was the leader in implementing a rigorous OHS 
regulatory framework since the year 2000 until 2011, following Victoria as per the Australian 
Government Compendium of Workers’ Compensation Statistics Report, 2007. 
 
Shearn (2003) argues that the relationship between business performance and OHS interventions 
aimed at reducing workplace injuries and illness is strongly contested: On one side, there is the 
view that good health and safety practice is beneficial for business and productivity; on the other 
side there is the view that OHS interventions are costly and interrupt the flow of work activity, and 
the regulations impose a non-productive investment. However Shaw, (2005) claims that managers 
must be the forefront drivers of safety at work as it has a direct cost impact to the business.  
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In recent years, the argument that workplace injuries and illness at work adversely affects company 
productivity as stated by Shearn, (2003), Taylor, (2005), Simon and Simon, (1996), Neil and Hart, 
(2000) may have gained support from the executives of Hungry Jack’s. The promotion of this 
argument may have become part of the ongoing strategy for promoting better health and safety 
management through effective use of OHS leadership skills which forms the foundation of this 
research. The intentions were to see whether Hungry Jack’s NSW have seriously undertaken the 
strategies to implement best practice OHS systems across the company in Australia. In fact, the 
elements of OHS leadership are no different from leadership in general, however, the key elements, 
such as communications, training and ownership, to mention a few, are emphasised in this chapter, 
creates the environment for effective implementation of the OHS processes, which are driven by 
OHS leadership.   
 
Ford (2004) from Ohio State University defines leaderships as a “function of commitment, courage 
and conversation”. He further deliberates that leadership is about passion, making paradigms a 
reality through better use of our most valuable resources – people.  Therefore, OHS leadership 
may be defined as the ability to apply people skills, such as planning, communication, organisation, 
training, performance feedback and systems analysis with diplomacy in collaboration with the team 
to achieve the highest safety performance within the organisational framework, most commonly 
known as “soft skills”. According to O’Dea and Flin, (2003), these skills can be quantified as: having 
the right goals, developing competency, such as Competency Based Training (CBT), ability to 
influence change and being credible amongst the workforce. Stuhlmacher and Cellar, (2001) 
suggests that generally leaders are in a position to influence behaviour through the use of their 
OHS leadership skills – persuasiveness, direction, instructions, effective communications, high 
listening skills, monitoring by training and educating. However one need to understand that theory 
does not necessarily translate into practice. Furthermore OHS leadership is effective when 
practiced using the acquired skills that are demonstrated in Model 1 below. Arguably, there are 
variables and factors that affect OHS leadership qualities that are critiqued in this research and 
linked to effective practices of OHS in the workplace at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. 
 
Taylor (2005) claims that managing successfully mandates adherence to certain elements which 
are grouped as planning, organising, leading and controlling - key elements of safety performance 
measurements, in the context of OHS in the workplace. On the other hand Stoner Collins and 
Yetton (1985), expostulate that when most people are asked the same question, they would 
probably reply that effective leaders have certain desirable traits and qualities such as charisma, 
foresight, persuasiveness and intensity. This perspective is relevant and has currency today as the 
value of OHS leadership intensifies and expands to all facets of operational management across 
the industries. Furthermore, one would argue that effective OHS leadership goes beyond the 
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desirable traits to diplomacy, personal experience and understanding, interactions and human 
psychology According to Edward and Russell (1999) OHS leadership could then be summed as 
strategic, visionary and effective use of people skills that influences workplace behaviour and safety 
attitudes; change of mindset. It is these elements of OHS leadership that are investigated at Hungry 
Jack’s NSW, the nexus being that effective OHS leadership may have an impact on workplace 
safety and overall safety culture which are discussed at length in chapters 4 and 5. 
 
Comparative studies, compiled by Edward and Russell (1999) suggest that employee involvement 
in decision making over OHS has four general benefits to management. First, as most intimately 
associated with work processes, they have untapped knowledge valuable in identifying and 
addressing hazards, which was also a requirement in the NSW OHS Act 2000. Second, leaders’ 
knowledge also allows for suggestions (consultation), third the involvement of employees 
strengthens the OHS programs as they become stakeholders in the process and: fourth, feedback 
from employees provides critical evidence as to how effective an OHS strategy or OHS program 
is. All of these leadership attributes were assessed and analysed as part of the research at Hungry 
Jack’s NSW during the semi-structured focus group discussions in chapters 4 and 5. As noted 
above and below, that QSR businesses such as Hungry Jack’s operate under various constraints 
- maintaining a good balance between efficient operations and effective OHS leadership practices 
which may be a challenge that is explored at length in this research.  As indicated in Model 1 on 
page 33, meaningful communication and consultation is one of the kernels of OHS leadership. 
Guldenmund (2007) suggests that communication and consultation builds trust and reciprocal 
collaboration between management and employees. Guldenmund (2007) argues that since 
communication is the key to effective OHS leadership in changing safety culture, it is paramount 
that in the consultation process, employees are given the opportunity to highlight and discuss 
issues in order to influence behaviour is as important as the other traits such as willingness to learn, 
listen and participate in discussions. These themes are further explored by Stulmacher and Cellar 
(2001), who claimed that there are relationships between personality and safety variables which 
can be influenced through OHS leadership. Stoner, Collins and Yetton (1985) extended the 
outcome of the survey conducted by Stogdill (1985) who promulgates that there are almost as 
many different definitions of OHS leadership, as there are persons who have attempted to define 
the concept. Stogdill (1985) defines it as the process of directing and influencing the task related 
activities of group members, however there are three implications to the definition: First OHS 
leadership must involve other people, second OHS leadership involves an unequal distribution of 
power among leaders and group members, and third leaders must also wield influence. In other 
words, leaders not only tell their subordinates what to do but also influence them in how to do it. 
This research pinpoints these key essential elements as important attributes of OHS leadership 
which is explored and critiqued in chapter 5. As OHS leadership is at the centre of this research, 
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the key elements outlined in this research is further tested and analysed at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, 
the intention being to simplify the meaning and value of OHS leadership at work. 
 
To further understand the importance of leadership, the US Army guide to the “principles of 
leadership” as far back as 1973 proposed that effective leaders must: 
 Be technically proficient - A leader must know their job and have a solid familiarity with their 
employees' tasks.  
 Seek and accept responsibility for their own actions - Search for ways to guide the 
organization to new heights. And when things go wrong, they always do sooner or later -- 
do not blame others. Analyse the situation, take corrective action, and move on to the next 
challenge.  
 Make sound and timely decisions - Use good problem solving, decision making, and 
planning tools.  
 Set the example - Be a good role model for the employees. They must not only hear what 
they are expected to do, but also see. “We must become the change we want to see” - 
Mahatma Gandhi  
 Know the employees and look out for their well-being - Know human nature and the 
importance of sincerely caring for the workers.  
 Keep the employees informed - Know how to communicate with not only them, but also 
seniors and other key people.  
 Develop a sense of responsibility in the employees - Help to develop good character traits 
that will help them carry out their professional responsibilities.  
 Ensure that tasks are understood, supervised, and accomplished - Communication is the 
key to this responsibility.  
 Train as a team - Although many so called leaders call their organization, department, 
section, etc. a team; they are not really teams...they are just a group of people doing their 
jobs.  
 Use the full capabilities of your organization - By developing a team spirit, you will be able 
to employ your organization, department, section, etc. to its fullest capabilities.  
The US Army guide to the “principles of leadership” mentioned above has been testified at Hungry 
Jack’s in NSW over a three year period since 2003/2004. During the trial of the OHS leadership 
initiatives, the reality of implementing safety management system where 90% of the employees 
were between the ages of 15 to 19 years old makes the application of OHS leadership challenging 
to say the least. First, Hungry Jack’s operate on a procedure based system where young 
employees are trained on a standard operating system which is consistently monitored throughout 
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the establishment. Second, the QSR industry employs junior employees who may only work 
minimal hours during the week. Third, restaurants operate seven days a week, twenty four hours a 
day. This is further challenged by the fact that these employees do not work on a regular shift, 
therefore to retain the due diligence of OHS safety training places greater hindrance in making 
OHS leadership effective at the workplace.   
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Key Aspects of Leadership 
There is a relationship between the application of OHS leadership, employee attitudes, safety 
behaviour, and injuries which was identified during the data gathering stages of this research. 
People behave the way they are led in a workplace – which was very clearly identified during the 
research at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. Positive OHS leadership may lead to a positive working 
environment depending on behaviours of the employees which generally is a direct reflection of 
management attitudes as accurately pointed out by Hale, (1998), and Hopkins, (2002).Poor OHS 
leadership leads to inappropriate performance, which contributes towards improper OHS practices 
as observed at Hungry Jack’s in NSW prior to the implementation of the safety management system 
in 2003. This hypothesis forms the foundations of the research which is analysed in detail in chapter 
5, linking OHS to the importance of maintaining a solid safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership. Bass (1989) argues that good leaders have the personal desire and willpower, perhaps 
with people management skills they may become an effective leader, provided they understand the 
importance of leadership. Further, Bass (1989) suggests that good leaders develop through a never 
ending process of self-study, education, training and experience. There are various factors in the 
workplace that affects a leader’s ability to learn however. It can also be argued that life-long learning 
and self-development are not common themes amongst many managers as they do not see the 
necessity to learn, unless the organisational culture is such whereby all managers are engaged in 
the process. Bass (1989) further claim where frictions exist between work and productivity, leaders 
then tend to preach profits before people – particularly when profit is the key focus of the business.  
At this point, one may argue whether this behaviour is typical across all industries, or is it reflection 
of safety culture of the workplace in the QSR sector across Australia. Carrillo, (2002) explains that 
leadership is a process by which a person influences others to accomplish an objective and directs 
the organization in a way that it makes it more cohesive and coherent. Guldenmund (2007) claim 
that leaders carry out this process by applying their leadership attributes both hard and soft skills, 
such as beliefs, values, ethics, character, knowledge, and skills. Although a position of a manager, 
supervisor and leader gives one the authority to accomplish certain tasks and objectives in the 
organization, this power does not make one an effective leader. Guldenmund (2007) claim that it 
is the special attributes that one possesses which makes a leader different from a manager. The 
analysis of the semi-structured focus group discussions conducted at Hungry Jack’s may provide 
the answers that may be of relevance for understanding these leadership attributes for the QSR 
sector which are discussed at length in chapters 4 and 5.   
 
Contrary to these positions are key performance indicators (KPIs) such as target based production 
or cost reduction where the performances of managers’ are driven by financial performance of the 
business. Even an effective leader when under the constraints of production targets (KPIs) is likely 
to either misjudge, mismanage or overlook safety issues when profits are driven before safety – 
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which generally is the result of the lack of safety culture pointed out by Cooper, (1998).  This was 
evident in Hungry Jack’s in NSW where managers were given strict targets to achieve, in many 
cases unrealistic sales budgets. Consequently, the likelihood of managers under reporting work 
related injuries or over looking at work related issues could be described as high, hence ignorance 
of safety procedures to meet deadlines are frequent in the QSR industry as noted during the data 
gathering stages of the research, therefore safety culture is another element of OHS leadership 
that is explored in this research in chapters 4 and 5.   
 
Arguably, organisations with strong organisational safety culture and focus need not necessarily 
face these conflicts as the culture is predetermined by values and OHS system authenticity, where 
safety culture is seen as a norm, if established correctly as noted by Guldenmund (2007) and 
Shearn (2003). In chapters 4 and 5, the case study conducted at Hungry Jack’s is analysed at 
length, however it has been noted that since the introduction of the safety management system at 
Hungry Jack’s in NSW, the safety culture has become prominent in all the NSW Hungry Jack’s 
restaurants, changing the attitudes and behaviours of managers and employees alike. This resulted 
in positive progress of OHS in the workplace resulting in fewer incidents and workers’ 
compensation claims as shown in chapter 6.  It is also evident that in comparison to past 
performance, it can be noted that more recently in 2011 managers are more safety focused then 
they were five years ago. Further, Guldenmund (2007) claim that people are accustomed to the 
system of operations that they are institutionalised into, the operational standards, automated and 
routinized actions that become a norm, if the safety culture is right.   
 
Safety culture starts from the top. Effective leaders must be in a position to utilize corrective actions 
to educate line managers on issues of significance, non-compliance and non- conformance as 
identified in this research. Guldenmund (2007) claim that failure to act to rectify non-compliance 
signals line managers’ passiveness, acceptance and tolerance of non-conformity and infiltration of 
knowledge, thus creating a cultural gap and abuse of power, meaning that line managers may 
overlook safety deficiencies inadvertently or otherwise. This was evident at Hungry Jack’s pre 2003 
whereby OHS was slightly misunderstood by managers. Similarly, Shearn (2003) claim that the 
influence on negative indicators could then potentially be detrimental to the organisation, which 
was clearly evident as discussed in chapter 5. Guldenmund (2007) and Shearn (2003) suggest that 
the focus on OHS leadership and being vigilant about a safety system is transparent through 
personal experience, life-long learning processes and an array of responsibilities, provided the 
safety culture is such where managers and employees see the benefits of an effective OHS 
programme. Shearn (2003) suggests a leader must be flexible as well as assertive and have the 
right characteristics as discussed in this chapter. Further, Shearn (2003) claims that flexible leaders 
analyse situations and instigate change based on need, at the same time maintain order and 
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control. Assertive leaders prefer change and may instigate actions to meet company goals primarily 
by assertive processes as also noted by Bolman and Deal (1997). On the other hand, Bass (1997) 
suggests that assertive leaders may rarely think about consequential impact and are prepared to 
take the risk, provided it brings about the change that they feel is necessary. Hopkins (2006) is of 
the view that diplomatic leadership is practiced where safety is understood and embraced as part 
of the working culture. Guldenmund (2007) argues that primarily, an assertive leadership style may 
need to be practised, where the safety culture is not consistent with the corporate objectives. He 
claims that one needs to understand that regardless of leadership strength, if employees do not 
accept responsibility for their own actions and are not in a position to embrace safety as part of the 
safety culture, constant rejection of improper behaviour will result in workplace conflict. 
Guldenmund (2007) claims that it creates communication breakdown between management and 
employees – consequently leading to sub cultures, which potentially could be detrimental to the 
organisation. As it was noted during the research, the employees in all semi-structured focus group 
discussions pointed out the fact that in the initial stages of the OHS implementation process in 
2003, each restaurant had varying opinions about safety in the workplace which was directed by 
the sub cultural behaviours that were formed.  Some were in favour of safety systems, whilst others 
were not and viewed safety as more work and a complete hindrance. This sub cultural behaviour 
divided the employees, leading to frequent friction between management and employees. It was 
also identified during the research that other issues such as employee’s pessimistic attitudes 
towards safety can also affect the OHS standards in the workplace, leading to militant like 
behaviour and actions. Edward and Russell (1999) claim that employee ignorance and lack of OHS 
knowledge and experience also affect safety performance as a whole. According to this research, 
OHS leadership cannot change employee behaviour in the short term. This generally occurs as a 
learning process where a leader must be positioned to correct and support employee positive 
behaviour to influence acceptance of correct work methods. The related theories and practical 
evaluations tested at Hungry Jack’s in NSW are further discussed below, as is OHS leadership, 
negative and positive safety performance of the QSR industry and management attitudes and 
behaviours towards OHS in the workplace. 
 
A leader may be in control of employee behaviour or to say the least establishing safety 
expectations, therefore creating a safety culture is pivotal to the success of the organisation’s OHS 
performance. Whilst the arguments are for and against a leader, in the context of the OHS 
regulatory requirements, it is the employer, in this case Hungry Jack’s that needs to implement a 
robust safety management system and monitor to ensure compliance of the OHS standards is 
maintained in the workplace. OHS leadership ideally revolves around a healthy safety culture which 
manifests from a strong organisational vision. Vision and mission statements are the guard rails to 
success if implemented strategically and appropriately. Senior management are the promoters of 
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organisational culture; however the challenge is when management alter systems to suit personal 
desires, arguably overlooking OHS violations that cause frictions between safety and productivity; 
simply argued it is often subject to company demands. The observation is that generally, this occurs 
when management is either misinformed about the responsibilities of safety at the workplace or 
when management simply do not care about the health and safety of their employees. A healthy 
organisation is one that promotes vision, and is the one that will have a positive safety culture in 
the workplace. In the 1990s, WorkSafe Australia (1993) increasingly shifted its focus from technical 
standards development towards the achievement of national uniformity in OHS standards and also 
towards encouraging behavioural change at work by attempting to demonstrate that better OHS 
practice is central to micro-economic reform and enhanced productivity. Whilst establishing the 
right safety culture may not be as easy as it sounds, a positive safety culture emanates from 
effective OHS leadership style, which is investigated further in this case study. Biggs, Sheehan and 
Dingsdag (2006) extol that strong positive culture is the result of healthy organisational objectives, 
followed by effective communication techniques. Biggs, Sheehan and Dingsdag (2006) claim that 
organisations that have a healthy safety culture most probably lead to incident free workplaces, as 
safety culture is represented by people who accept responsibility, ownership and are consciously 
involved in safety management. This argument is discussed at length in chapters 4 and 5. Based 
on the evidence gathered at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, where safety has been the prime focus in the 
five years post 2003, resulting in an improved OHS focus, reduced incident rates and a positive 
safety culture as discussed in chapter 5. Similarly, Petersen (1996) argues that the only companies 
that succeed are those that have set achievable safety goals and objectives, however this is not 
enough. Having the right safety goals is the first step in implementing safety which is considered 
as a core organisational focus.  
 
French and Raven (1959) write that good organizations convey a strong vision of where they will 
be in the future. A leader has to get people to trust them and be sold on their vision. Not only is it 
critical that you sell the vision to your people, it is of importance that the vision is clear and well 
understood by all employees. Whilst the theoretical perspective outlined by French and Raven 
(1959) has relevance in the 21st century, people are a lot more aware of corporate expectations, 
therefore in businesses such as Hungry Jack’s, where young people are employed, this vision 
needs to be clearly communicated and navigated to educate employees on the importance of 
workplace safety and the benefits.  Employees need to be sold on the idea that workplace safety 
is the key to changing the safety culture. Simply put, this is not an easy task, shared by the authors 
French and Raven (1959). There are variables in QSR industry that cause these types of friction. 
First, the employees are young at age as identified previously, primarily 15 to 19 years of age. 
Second, these employees are engaged on casual basis, working shifts of 5 to 9 hours per week. 
Third, these employees are predominantly concerned about the income they earn and fourth, these 
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employees are more into social networking – having fun and engaging with others, rather than sole 
focus on work. Managing these young employees from older, traditional workplace arrangements 
to contemporary ones is not always an easy process. As demonstrated at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, 
it took two years to change this perspective by utilising a goal setting mindset and involving these 
young employees in daily safety decisions. However, the key point to note is when management 
are in a position to drive the organisational culture, irrespective of the challenges faced by the 
company, employees will follow provided the message is consistent and everyone working in the 
company have the right belief and level of commitment to safety which is discussed at length in 
chapter 5.   
 
Morgan (1997) argues that leaders must be in a position to see and understand utterances, events, 
standards and values in distinctive ways. Apart from meeting organisational goals, leaders must 
be in a position to maintain safety and at the same time achieve organisational objectives. These 
arguments are supported by Morris and Willcocks (1996), who reiterate senior management are 
the key implementers and injectors of safety leadership, however management collectively must 
stand firm on the issue. OHS leadership is supplemented by a healthy vision and by continuous 
training, as the relationship is addressed at the time of recruitment whereby the organisational 
goals are discussed and procedures identified to ensure the prospective employee has an 
understanding that safety is part of their job. This must be followed through by management to 
ensure that organisational commitment is maintained at the highest level.  However, the utmost 
critical procedure is to provide follow up training which includes review of the organisational 
objectives, as well as review of safety procedures at all levels through the business. Petersen 
(1996) claims that continuous training and revision of OHS objectives establishes strong work 
ethics and due diligence, which are the determining factors of OHS leadership. In many cases, it is 
noted that incidents occur when either the employee is not inducted into the workplace or when the 
training is inadequate and lacks emphasis in specific areas of the job. Hopkins (2002) points out 
that these inadequacies can be traced to safety management systems failure or chronic disorder 
in systems design and implementation planning, a good example is this case study is Hungry Jack’s 
prior to 2003. Generally the lack of training is the contributing factor for incidents in the workplace. 
QSRs such as Hungry Jack’s employ young people. Whilst the training on the job is provided, these 
training sessions are institutionalised to the company standards which directly relates to consumer 
needs. Prior to year 2003 in Hungry Jack’s NSW, there was no OHS training given to any 
employees as such, apart from regular on the job training. This behaviour is typified across the 
board as the QSR industry is expected to train employees on customer service rather than OHS or 
risk management skills which are supposedly the functions of the managers and senior executives. 
The other point to note is that QSRs are expected to have very high employee turnover, therefore 
training these young employees on OHS was not relevant at the time, totally disregarding the OHS 
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legislative compliance standards. According to Petersen (1996) as the communities’ knowledge of 
OHS, legislative compliance and workers’ compensation rights have increased, the need to provide 
training has become transparent and more prominent now than ever before. Since 2000, 
WorkCover in NSW have targeted business across the state to ensure that employees at work are 
given the right training, and appropriate resources, such as personal protective equipment (PPE) 
to perform varied functions. WorkCover NSW has also called for employers to be accountable to 
ensure that they provide the training as expected. However the key point that needs to be argued 
is whether WorkCover have achieved their objectives in NSW. Given that there are over 400,000 
workplaces to inspect and about 300 inspectors in NSW, it is questioned whether there are 
sufficient resources to carry out the state objectives which will be interesting to investigate. 
 
Avery and Baker (1990), emphasis that communication and leadership are closely related. 
According to Baker (1990), in predicting OHS leadership effectiveness accurately, both leadership 
styles and characteristics of the situation in which the leader works must be taken into account. 
Baker (1990) claims that in certain cases where the environment is based on learning initiatives, it 
is easier to practice OHS leadership that already has the right foundations to continue the positive 
workplace culture, a relevant point noted in this case study. This arguably revolves around how 
people feel about safety, their understanding and relationships between employees and 
management. Leaders need to make decisions that are favourable for the team; safe and 
practicable, supplemented by resources such as training being made available, all of which is 
examined at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. It seems that generally, safety is a subconscious behaviour of 
an individual, whether employees are safety conscious to the extent of identifying risks, and 
whether safety culture is influenced by leadership or whether it is personal is written about 
extensively in chapters 5 and 6, a commentary based on the findings during the semi-structured 
focus group discussions. 
 
It can be argued that certain age groups are more conscious of safety than others.  For example, 
in QSRs, most injuries occur amongst young employees between the ages of 15 to 19 years, yet 
older people are less prone to incidents, as noted in this research. The observation is that 
presumably incidents will occur regardless of age – depending on the safety environment or 
organizational safety culture of a company. Most likely, the younger cohorts are less conscious of 
safety. Is it because of lack of life experience and understanding or are incidents based on 
misjudgements, meaning younger employees are prone to take risks which are discussed below. 
All of these suggested issues are analysed at Hungry Jack’s in NSW as part of the research and 
the outcomes are discussed in chapters 4 and 5. Strater (2005) suggests that human error always 
exists in a working system; however, it is characterized by an undesired or faulty state of the entire 
system. It then leads to a situation where the requirements of the system are not met or are met 
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inadequately. In these cases, it is the variables such as costs, targets and unreasonable deadlines 
that are the main factors that bypass safety to mention a few, all of which is discussed at length in 
chapters 4 and 5. All portions within the working system may be dependent upon each other or 
may interact in a reciprocal way. In other words, safety culture is underpinned by variables that all 
interact and bind each other. These factors are explained in this research. Similarly, Bolman and 
Deal (1997) are of the view that leadership is tangible, measured through safety climate. Bolman 
and Deal (1997) claim that it exists in relationships, imagination and in perceptions of the engaged 
parties. Leadership is also distinct from authority, though authorities may be leaders, and most 
importantly, leaders think long term, look outside as well as inside and influence constituents 
beyond their immediate formal jurisdictions. They emphasize vision and renewal and have the 
political skills to cope with the challenging requirements of multiple constituencies. Bolman and 
Deal (1997) suggest that subsequently leaders create the desire for positive safety culture through 
persuasive behavioural change and education. It can be argued that OHS leadership goes beyond 
the idea that Bolman and Deal (1997) have presented. It extends to leaders OHS knowledge and 
confidence in implementing effective OHS strategies. It also depends on the nature of business, 
operational or organizational culture and the preparedness to change.  
It is rather common practice in business to operate from financial viability with narrow paradigm, 
especially with regards to health and safety, as safety is not seen as a priority. Traditional models 
of business are based on profit schemes as the ultimate focus, leaving aside the need to 
incorporate OHS investments. The focus needs to be on running a good profitable business with 
OHS being an integral part in the operations. Decisions are being implemented from only a financial 
point of view (profits before people), which is the ultimate determining factor, leaving aside 
implications from strategic and humanistic factors, open to market criticisms and neglect – take 
QSR sector in NSW as an example, semi-structured focus group discussions and outcomes 
discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 below.  
Walter (2002) points out that in Europe, employers’ responsibility is the starting point for all OHS 
policies and legislation in European society, where employment contracts are based on the 
principle of legal subordination of the wage earner, similar to Australia; however the key difference 
is that employers in Europe are not given any choice or conditional boundaries. Safety culture is 
the starting point. This has shifted from prescriptive OHS, telling people what to do, to proscriptive 
OHS systems, telling people what to avoid doing which includes the definition of preventative 
principles – how to create safe working conditions in a workplace. Consequently people are united, 
accustomed and they understand the importance of safety culture and are vigilant towards safety.  
Reason (2000) notes that a supportive safety culture allowing staff the autonomy to make decisions 
that affect their health and safety and that of others has a better standard of safety performance in 
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the workplace. Similarly, Edward and Russell (1999) claim that in the mid-1990s calls abounded 
for teamwork, employee empowerment and consultative and cooperation approaches to 
management. They were hailed as the hallmarks of best practice enterprises. However arguably, 
best practices in many situations are declining due to various reasons. These reasons which are 
directly related to market structures such as globalisation and casualization are invariably the issue.  
As discussed above, in Quick service restaurants, prior to year 2000, the emphasis on OHS was 
minimal to none, based on these research findings. As the public’s OHS awareness has grown 
over the years, the demand for best practice has increased in the workplace. However, employers 
have not quite grasped the importance of OHS in the workplace – particularly medium to large 
operators such as Hungry Jack’s corporate and franchise operated restaurants. On the other hand, 
larger operators are aware of the OHS responsibilities and requirements, however they may choose 
not to implement despite of the legislative requirements. 
Whilst ownership creates a positive focus at work, it is the empowerment which gives employees 
the level of authority to work and supervise others at the same time.  Stoner, Collins and Yetton 
(1985) argue that management would suggest empowerment embarks increased autonomy, 
allowing employees to make safety decisions, especially when the risks are identified. Stoner, 
Collins and Yetton (1985), claim that defined autonomy and responsibility carry weight, create 
ownership and places emphasis, creating the environment where strong OHS leadership toleration 
is positively accepted. When employees are in a position to make decisions on safety, it develops 
partnership, trust and participation with management provided management support is recognised, 
for example – safety committees in the workplace. Safety committees are given the autonomy to 
carry out the safety inspections and report faults to management with the view to ratify issues to 
make the workplace a safer environment for the employees. In return, management must then 
respect these decisions that are made for the welfare of all the employees and the workplace. This 
relationship builds trust and creates a positive safety culture that is argued in this research. 
Similarly, Wallerstein and Weiger (1992) maintain that the participatory nature of empowerment 
education in OHS incorporates two way communications between employees and managers. 
Wallerstein and Weiger (1992) claim that this learning strategy elicits and explores real workplace 
OHS solutions to problems from employees and utilises these experiences in problem solving, 
knowledge building and decision making skills. Consequently people will be committed to safety 
when they are given the right direction. Constant evaluation of work methods, supported by positive 
management direction opens the workplace to a team environment, where employees feel that 
they are recognised and rewarded for good performance, hence cross pollination of information is 
crucial as it leads to trust and commitment. This approach has been tested at Hungry Jack’s in 
NSW over a three year period details noted in chapter 5. With employee involvement in OHS 
issues, the overall knowledge and participation has increased and is expected to even further build 
a stronger working relationship between employees and management. Strater (2005) reveals that 
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as part of the transitional and change management, trust is an essential aspect of introducing safety 
systems. Indeed a balanced process to build trust is in itself an element of successful 
implementation of OHS systems. Wallerstein and Weiger (1992) point out that safety management 
system are established in any industry to build trust and to overcome the requirements for individual 
utility and economic preferences instead of safety targets. Quinlan (2001) suggests that 
consequently employees are quickly overloaded by the procedures envisaged for establishing 
safety, such as protective equipment (PPE), or safety procedures such as checklists. 
Overwhelming young employees with safety resources can backfire, therefore when introducing 
OHS systems, one need to take a step at a time. At Hungry Jack’s in NSW, as suggested 
previously, training was the first step that was introduced as part of the change process which is 
discussed in detail in Chapter 5. Training is part of the induction process of the employees.  At the 
inductions, the employees are given the right training in the fourteen critical areas of safety at 
Hungry Jack’s. These Standard Operating Procedures (SOP’s) are discussed in detail to capture 
their knowledge base and at the same time, Hungry Jack’s provides the level of commitment and 
trust to create a safe working environment according to the visions of the company: This process 
took almost two years to change the safety culture in Hungry Jack’s NSW. This focus is reinforced 
so that safety doesn’t becomes an additional task, which leads to constraints for individuals, 
compromises between safety and efficiency and eventually to decisions to perform safety minimally 
according to regulations or even to disregard safety. Blake and Mouton (1985) suggests trust and 
confidence in OHS leadership was the single most reliable predictor of employee satisfaction in an 
organization. Blake and Mouton (1985) claim that whilst these predictors are valuable, from 
workplace based experience, trust and confidence is underpinned by positive safety culture. 
Effective communication through leadership at Hungry Jack’s NSW is found to be the key to 
winning organizational trust and confidence in last two years since 2009 amongst senior managers.  
These were in:  
 Helping employees understand the company's overall business strategy from a OHS 
perspective.  
 Helping employees understand how they contribute to achieving key OHS related business 
objectives.  
 Sharing information with employees on both how the company is doing and how an 
employee's own division is doing - relative to strategic OHS business objectives.  
Literature suggests that a leader must be trustworthy and able to communicate the vision of where 
the organization and its employees need to be, short term and long term. According to Wallerstein 
and Weiger (1992) implementation of safety management systems provides a seemingly safe 
platform, which the managers and employees can benefit from. Guldenmund (2007) suggests that 
a positive safety culture flows from senior management; therefore OHS leadership is the catalyst 
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in changing and maintaining a healthy workplace. It is the people with OHS leadership qualities 
that drive the OHS safety culture. Quinlan (2001) adds that in conjunction with effective 
communication, which is defined as the “glue of the management process”, communication plays 
a critical role in leadership as this keeps people informed about safety in the workplace. It must be 
shared, meaningful and two-way. If effective communication is applied with training and monitoring, 
an organization is on its way to create a positive safety culture as a learning environment is 
established. Whilst Quilan (2001) makes sense, from the research point view in the QSR sector, 
communication has to be taken to the next level. The missing link with communication is when 
managers don’t follow up to ensure the employees understand the message, or when OHS 
messages are not kept consistent throughout the business as identified during the research. 
From the semi-structured focus group discussions it was identified that communication is not just 
a notion of discourse and utterance; it’s about critical analysis of jobs performed, keeping in mind 
productivity must be maintained with safe work ethics. It’s about correcting performance; directing 
people and showing safe work methods. It’s about checking for safety knowledge, involving people 
in the decision making process and fine tuning safety standards. Communication is about getting 
the teams together to discuss organizational focus and sharing ideas. It’s about rewarding people 
for safe work methods and sharing of optimistic safe ethical morale which were the key factors 
identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions in chapters below. Wallerstein and 
Weiger (1992) explain that effective leaders must be in a position to create a two way 
communication process between managers and employees. Simply done through a “consultative 
arrangement” organized at the workplace, safety committees play this critical role of communicating 
with managers and other employees. It may be through meetings, formal discussions or simply 
through written documents such as inspections that are circulated to all employees. This means 
that communication is effective when leaders are in a position to embrace safety as part of the 
operational function. In this case, when dealing with QSRs such as Hungry Jack’s where the 
employees are young and are only employed on a casual basis, the OHS theories that Wallerstein 
and Weiger (1992) write may not be necessarily applicable in the Quick service restaurants. Hence 
Hungry Jack’s has a challenge that needs to be addressed and managed.  
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Leadership at Work 
Earlier in the chapter, OHS leadership is identified as the most important factor in workplace cultural 
change. According to Johnston (2004), OHS leadership execution is primarily dependant on 
effective systems that identify checkpoints to ensure that managers plan OHS discussions, 
corporate goals, vision and values. Model 1 (OHS performance strategy) below exhibits OHS 
system analysis, as described in the simplified contextual framework where embracement of the 
OHS systems is in the best interest of management as it was implemented in Hungry Jack’s in 
NSW since 2003/2004. Results have been monitored and are discussed in chapters 4, 5 and 6. 
Implementation of such a system requires management collaboration with employees, followed by 
appropriate training and development plans to capture the intended OHS safety culture message 
by all levels within the organisation. Model 1 (OHS performance strategy) suggests that having the 
right safety systems, followed by processes is critical in implementing a healthy OHS safety culture. 
Each element is interrelated and linked to safety leadership which is the foundation of safety 
management system. 
 
Model 1  OHS Performance Strategy 
 
It is important to note that there are management policies, procedures and processes that most 
likely minimise the risk of incidences in a workplace. Quinlan (2004) summaries the five principles 
of safety management as follows: 
 
1. Demonstrate senior management commitment to OHS 
2. OHS management is integrated into core management and work activities 
3. OHS management uses a system approach 
4. The OHS management systems address change 
5. The Management system values worker input 
 
OHS 
Systems / 
Vision 
 
OHS resources 
Training and 
Development 
Programs 
Performance 
Management 
Systems 
Results and 
Corrective 
actions 
Recognise and 
reward 
performance 
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It is of importance that managers understand that they are the “employers”.  With respect to OHS 
any decisions made by managers is established by law as being the decision of the company 
director. The semi-structured focus group participants interviewed for this research contested 
Hungry Jack’s NSW to implement strict codes of practice when it came to safety. Secondary to this 
discussion was the fact that they felt that safety must be part of any tasks that they performed, 
however given that the restaurants are busy, the circumstances allows them to short circuit 
procedures. In many cases, this behaviour was condoned by the managers as they neither had the 
time or the resources to correct these behaviours at work.  Safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership is therefore the key elements of safety management that are discussed at length in 
chapters 4 and 5. 
To ensure OHS legislative compliance with the company's safety systems, Morris (2007) 
suggests 10 practical solutions to turn managers into the company's strongest link:  
 Consider OHS skills and experience when assessing potential applicants for supervisor 
and management positions: 
Employers can lay down the OHS responsibilities and send the right message to 
employees from the beginning of the recruitment stage.  Whilst this is valuable, it 
is absolutely critical that management drive safety as a top priority from day one, 
followed by ongoing training and education to ensure that compliance is of the 
highest standards.  In many situations, it has been noted that whilst companies 
have the best systems, they are not often utilised and practiced. 
 Add more prescription to duty statements on particular OHS responsibilities: 
Under the Safety Management System ensure responsibilities feature in 
performance appraisals, which will give the employer and employee certainty and 
direction. 
 Build more prescription into systems and procedures regarding responsibility and 
accountability : 
Enough description should be provided so it is clear who will do what and when 
under the safety management system, and then who will monitor and review 
specified tasks to ensure that it is being done. 
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 Invite managers to operate on the assumption that incidents will happen: 
Managers should be proactive, not reactive, and should take ownership in their 
implementation and ongoing compliance of safety systems. 
 Invite managers to concentrate on the human factors most likely to jeopardise the integrity 
of the system: 
In appropriate recognition of the fact that employers owe a duty of care not only 
to the careful and competent employee, but also the careless and inadvertent - 
systems need to take into account that human behaviour is only one contributing 
factor of risk and recognise that humans are not robots. 
 Understand that on a day-to-day basis, managers maintain personal relationships with their 
subordinates and may have a stronger allegiance to their particular interests – not the 
employer's: 
OHS needs to be pitched differently to corporate expectations for staff and line 
managers. Morris explained that "what seems like a good idea” at a corporate level 
is not always embraced by the end-users. He said managers who have personal, 
direct relationships with their subordinates can easily 'side' with the employees, 
resulting in documented systems not being complied with or enforced. Employers 
need to understand these potential 'weaknesses' in their systems before they are 
uncovered by the Regulator. 
 Ensure high levels of constructive feedback and encouragement to report under your 
system: 
As recognition and showing a genuine interest in managers' work will help motivate 
continuous improvement. Reporting plays a key role in the due diligence process 
and senior management decisions are dependent on timeliness and relevance of 
the information received. Senior management must be prepared to invest the time 
in reading the reports and providing constructive feedback and advice on what 
areas they need to concentrate on in subsequent reports to recognise the effort 
and time put in by managers. 
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 Make greater allowance in safety audits for site verification (rather than desktop reviews): 
Nearly all companies are prosecuted because of their failure to maintain safe working 
systems in Australia, the Courts always reaffirm that the relevant system of work is 
what is actually utilised and done at the place of work. To support the efforts of 
managers who enforce the system at the operational level, additional provisions need 
to be made in verifying compliance during the audit process rather than relying on 
paperwork. 
 Identify 'high leverage' safety opportunities: 
Safety can easily fall down the list of priorities if care is not taken. Managers need to 
think strategically about how to maximise their time when promoting safety 
requirements and benefits to their subordinates. Managers can be noticed by 
employees to be promoting safety by: opening and sitting through selected training 
programs; accompanying employees on scheduled workplace inspections; 
accepting invitations from OHS committees to attend meetings; and participating in 
incident debriefs and attending employee recognition events. 
 Find out what personally motivates managers to take workplace safety seriously: 
Identify what motivates employees and why it is important for them personally to 
take an active, sustainable interest in safety management system compliance. 
The 10 key points mentioned above are an indication that management may not be fully aware of 
corporate responsibilities; hence Model 1 above could potentially be used to demonstrate the need 
for safety management system implementation. The key is consultation and communications, 
however there are a number of reasons why this may not be so. Quick service restaurants such as 
Hungry Jack’s NSW predominantly employ a younger workforce; however the core issue is that the 
managers are also becoming younger.  It is rather interesting to note that over the years in NSW, 
the QSR industry have had constant challenges employing and retaining mature older managers. 
As a result, the QSR industry generally develop and train their own managers in-house, who are 
promoted from employee levels working their way up through the organisation. While a stream of 
managers coming through create diversity and brand loyalty, the downside to this is that these 
managers are nurtured into a culture that is hard to break – institutionalised to the company and 
may lack the OHS expertise. The corporate training only entails corporate objectives from the brand 
point of view.  This training is directly linked to their job role and responsibility which primarily is 
related to corporate expectations of a manager from sales and profitability point of view. Due to the 
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above key points, managers’ level of competency is generally not up to the standard as expected, 
meaning that these young managers do not have wide scope first-hand managerial and commercial 
experience. Hence the knowledge and skills are developed around corporate objectives which deal 
with customer service. Minimal training, if any, is provided to develop their OHS knowledge 
expertise as the industry sees little relevance in training and educating managers on OHS, for three 
reasons. First, there is no need to expand managers’ OHS knowledge as it is not important, a 
reflection of non-compliance of the legislative requirements as well as an unhealthy safe culture 
which are discussed in detail below. Second, there are no formal inspections from authorities to 
monitor, control and maintain OHS knowledge in the workplace, and third OHS is not viewed as a 
priority in the QSR sector. Not because it is a requirement, it is because managers’ position 
descriptions specifically describe their functions from a task point of view. A manager’s job is to 
manage the controls on the floor, such as keeping restaurant clean, talking to customers, ensure 
product quality and increase repeat business by providing great customer service whilst 
maintaining sales and profitability. Typically, the view in QSR industry is that it is company 
responsibility to manage OHS. As these managers are brought up in a culture where QSR is 
classified as workplaces of low paid food production, these managers do not see the relevance of 
OHS in main stream management functions due to the scope of their knowledge and experience 
as it was identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions. Further discussions are 
noted in chapters 4 and 5. Quinlan (2001) confirms that a tunnel vision is thus created 
institutionalising the knowledge to corporate objectives. 
It is the nature of the business – Quick service, where young employees are employed on a casual 
basis to earn an income on short term assignments. Employee turnover is expected; therefore they 
are only trained to deliver the product to the consumer. Whilst the training is of a high standard, it 
is delivered in a manner to capture the employees’ knowledge in the shortest amount of time, 
generally on less than three short shifts – a total of nine hours, based on the authors experience 
working in the QSR industry. These training sessions are directly related to consumer service and 
may have little or no OHS focus. As the business is considered a high volume, managers do not 
have the time to conduct extensive training for these individuals, knowing well in advance that they 
will only work for a limited amount of time. Therefore, it is wise to train them on what is required 
rather than building knowledge for the future - a shallow perspective perhaps.  
Similarly, managers are only required to be trained on brand delivery. The fact that the OHS training 
processes were lacking at Hungry Jack’s pre 2003 created a bigger gap in knowledge. As most of 
these managers are nurtured by Hungry Jack’s, it is rather ironical that these managers are not 
given the training in OHS education – education being long term coaching and mentoring on OHS 
skills; rather their skills are honed to corporate needs, sales and profit driven. This creates the 
culture that OHS is not as important as providing services to the consumer, hence the reason the 
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probability of increased injury rates in Quick service restaurants. Most importantly, safety goals are 
not classified as a key performance indicator (KPI), therefore managers do not see it as an area of 
control because it is not a topic of discussion in the workplace. There are no reasons for this 
discussion as the focus is on sales and profitability as identified during the semi-structured focus 
group discussions noted in chapters 4 and 5 below. 
The other issue that needs to be closely examined is the fact that the calibre of managers in QSR 
industry may not be necessarily at the level of a professional manager. The culture of the industry 
is such where an employee working hard is promoted from within the ranks leading to a 
management career. From a career point of view, the QSR industry performs very well by rewarding 
people who are there to work their way up, however the missing link is the level of knowledge these 
managers have that creates the challenge of maintaining the right OHS safety culture at work. 
Second, at many times, a good hard working manager may not necessarily have the right OHS 
leadership skills to lead teams of people. This then leads into two separate issues.  First, a manager 
is mainly a person available to control the operations and secondly, this person then has little 
chance of changing safety culture as they do not have the right leadership qualities to drive the 
change. These managers are not university graduates with management degrees as such, nor do 
they have management experience. It highlights the fact that these managers are institutionalised 
to perform a function – robotic in nature and in style – key function of their jobs being more of task 
orientation such as ensuring the restaurant is prepared for trading, staff are in their right positions, 
administrative tasks are completed, customers are being served and most importantly costs are 
controlled. Seeing things from OHS perspective may be a challenge, therefore to escape 
responsibility, the blame game is common – it is always someone else fault, such as the injured 
employee, or the fact that there is no focus on safety, or not the right resources provided by the 
company to mention a few. Workplace injuries are not seen as a managers’ responsibility but rather 
a company issue. With this view, the culture of the organisation is narrow as the managers who 
are supposedly business leaders have no OHS exposure nor do they have any training in the area. 
If the training is provided, it generally is minimised to operational tasks such as cleaning or product 
delivery as identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions. 
The QSR industry has created a culture whereby OHS is seen as costly and requiring dedication, 
therefore OHS is seen as a hard task and time consuming. Quick service restaurants do not have 
the time and the resources to manage this area of the business. The main goal is to create repeat 
business and maximise profitability, therefore OHS does not form part of the corporate vision, nor 
is its relevance reinforced. The only time Quick service restaurants see OHS as relevant is when a 
serious injury occurs – a reactive approach which has been the culture of the company and was 
also identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions. Safety procedures are 
implemented and employees are trained when an injury occurs. The general feel in the industry 
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today is “if it isn’t broken, don’t fix it” has to be challenged.  If it “isn’t broken” doesn’t mean that 
organisations shouldn’t look at better ways of performing a job that either eliminates or reduces the 
level of risk associated with the job. These issues are discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 5 below. 
As suggested by Simon and Simon (1996), one of the most difficult issues to manage in a change 
effort is the resistance to change.  One obstacle is the rule bound tradition inherited from a time 
when tight control over policies and procedures through enforcement and training was thought to 
be the ultimate answer to accident reduction. They claim that this tradition keeps organisations 
from making many of the changes needed to adapt to evolving conditions.  Another obstacle is that 
many of the changes needed are viewed negatively by one or more levels of the organisation. 
Some examples of the comments taken from interviews with employees, supervisors, restaurant 
managers and corporate executives may make the dilemma more concrete. Employees say that 
management is the problem. “Safety departments aren’t providing the kind of support they used to 
provide”. That is, “managers” cut back on safety and gave safety duties to line managers, but line 
managers and supervisors aren’t adequately trained to spot safety problems. Pisaniello (1997) 
argues that the consultative processes in communication are a keystone concept in “contemporary” 
approaches to both the regulation and management of OHS. Good communication leads to people 
being informed and advised of operational needs, safety being on the priority list. Good 
communication can be defined as ongoing, effective messages sent to the employee to change 
workplace behaviour. Good leaders demonstrate strong leadership as well as positive 
communication techniques to keep the teams motivated. Effective communication has to advance 
through the system through various means such as written notes, meetings, discussions, posters 
and employee interactions. It’s about communicating the basics, which means informing 
employees of any injuries, censure and preventative skills. Communications must be ongoing and 
it must be at all levels. Pisaniello (1997) claims that once communication is structured in an 
organization, the flow of information from identification of hazards to corrective actions form part of 
the change management process that must be communicated through a consultative approach, 
hence Model 1 (OHS Performance Strategy) was so critical. According to Quinlan (2001) 
communication not only creates the positive safety culture but it also indicates that the organisation 
is serious about OHS. Guldenmund (2007) is of the view that through effective communication an 
organisation can identify positive performance. Where positive safety awareness is rewarded it 
leads to positive culture and ownership - it is “reverse” psychology. Allowing employees to identify 
safety issues, sharing thoughts and opinions create the environment where people feel that change 
is acceptable and management care. The three major factors that impact safety at work are safety 
culture, safety climate and safety leadership discussed fully in chapter 5. 
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Chapter 3 
Research Focus 
Research Methodology 
The research methodology is triangulated; comprising of: 
1. Literature review of safety management system, safety culture, safety climate, and safety 
leadership from Australian and international sources which are intended to discern the 
most recognized approaches. Another aspect of the methodology is to examine the 
performance of the QSR sector using WorkCover NSW workers’ compensations statistics 
for the industry as a whole and comparing it with Hungry Jack’s performance.  
2. Part of the research was to conduct three semi-structured pilot focus groups with managers 
and employees, primarily to ascertain organisational safety culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership approaches of Hungry Jack’s managers in three defined socio-economic 
areas in NSW; Northern NSW, Sydney CBD and Southern NSW.  
3. The research design also includes thirteen semi-structured focus groups to validate themes 
emerging from the pilot discussions with the managers and employees. The outcomes of 
these semi-structured group discussions are discussed at length in relevant chapters 
below. 
Method One: 
A comprehensive literature review of safety system and safety culture from Australian and 
International sources is discussed in the relevant chapters. To illustrate the relevance of OHS in 
the workplace, chapters 1 and 2 formulates the essence of this research which contains literature 
review and identifies attributes of workplace safety and their impact on the QSR industry across 
Australia. The literature review is compared to the outcomes of the semi-structured focus group 
data to identify whether academics and other OHS professionals have accurately analyzed OHS 
in the QSR sector given the growth of the QSR industry and the emergence of youth employment. 
Apart from the research questions indicated below, the research also examines literature on safety 
culture, safety climate and safety leadership in depth to investigate whether workplace behavior is 
driven by these three elements of safety management. This part of the research is of high value to 
validate the data of the semi focus group discussions for this research with employees directly 
affected by OHS processes. Shaw (2005) points out that the promoters of OHS workplace safety 
maintain that 80-90% of all workplace injuries are caused by workers’ unsafe behaviors. It is also 
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suggested that these behaviors are generally dealt with severely, however management do not still 
address the issue through behavioral change but through punishment which does not eliminate the 
unsafe behaviors, or the risks. This research tests the issues raised during the workplace 
investigation to see if behavior and workplace safety are inter-related. Further, literature reviews 
on authors such as Gunningham, (1984), Johnston, (2004), Quinlan, (2001), Walters, (2002), 
Dingsdag, (2006), Biggs, (2006), Sheehan, (2006), Cox and Cox, (1996), Shaw, (2005), Hopkins 
(2005) and others relevant in this area of enquiry. The intention is to investigate whether the 
research data collected from the semi-structured focus group discussion in NSW for this research 
and the literature from these authors have commonality. As this research is based on a large 
organization where the employees involved have actively participated to improve OHS, conducting 
the literature review allows the research to produce comparable insight in terms of what the core 
of workplace safety is, and how employees and the employer currently deal with these issues in 
the QSR sector. 
 
Method Two [Semi-Structured Focus Group]: 
 
Three semi-structured pilot focus groups have been conducted to examine organisational 
safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership approaches of Hungry Jack’s managers in three 
defined socio-economical areas in NSW; Northern NSW, Sydney CBD and Southern NSW.  These 
inform the structure of thirteen subsequent semi-structured focus groups which were held to 
validate emerging themes. The analysis was able to identify whether current leadership models in 
Hungry Jack’s NSW are practical and have applicability in the workplace by measuring the impact 
of safety performance. The intention was to also identify whether Hungry Jack’s managers are 
willing and able to adapt to environmental conditions such as focusing on OHS development in the 
workplace or whether there is a considerable lack of focus in the QSR sector generically that causes 
friction between best practice and legislative requirements. In other words, was Hungry Jack’s NSW 
dedicated to OHS and were employees given an active role in workplace OHS participation as 
required under the NSW OHS Act 2000 and NSW OHS Regulation 2001? These stipulations define 
employer employee responsibilities, and one of the research objectives was to investigate the gap. 
 
In order to achieve the above objectives, a comparison and contrast of Hungry Jack’s safety 
management system, safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership was undertaken from 
2000 (when the OHS Act, NSW was introduced) to 2003 (when the first comprehensive safety 
management system was introduced in Hungry Jack’s NSW) and from 2003 to 2008 to identify 
what impact OHS interventions have had on organisational safety performance. Further the 
research was undertaken with a view to use its research outcomes as a blueprint for the entire 
QSR sector, outlining the critical importance of OHS and safety leadership in the workplace. These 
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include an analysis of the collated data from the semi-structured focus group discussions, statistical 
information from the case study and literature reviews.  
 
It is also important to note that Hungry Jack’s Pty Ltd is a highly successful business in Australia.  
The OHS research was designed to identify and address the key issues raised in the research and 
the data should provide a better understanding of OHS in the QSR sector and how it impacts on 
people, the company and the industry as a whole.  
 
Research Aims, Focus and Questions 
 
The aim of the research was to: 
 
A. Investigate whether safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are key 
elements in improving the QSR industry’s safety performance.   
 
B. The link between injuries and young employees at work in the QSR case study. 
 
Consequently, the focus of the research was to: 
 
A. Identify the role workplace leadership has in OHS performance and injury management 
in the QSR industry sector. 
 
B. Assess the role of leadership, education and OHS systems design as an approach to 
improve safety performance. 
 
Research Questions: 
 
A. To establish whether or not managers and employees in the QSR sector are given the 
appropriate training, education and knowledge in OHS procedures.  
 
B. To identify what constitutes a safe culture and whether or not such a safety culture can 
lead to improved safety performance; if so; 
 
C. Which elements of safety culture are the most beneficial in this regard? 
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Method Three [Workers’ Compensation]: 
In order to understand the critical importance of OHS in the QSR workplace, an analysis of NSW 
WorkCover Workers’ Compensation statistics is compared and contrasted with Hungry Jack’s NSW 
OHS performance. Part of the methodology is to conduct a comparison and analysis of OHS data 
of Hungry Jack’s since the implementation of the first comprehensive safety management system 
was introduced in Hungry Jack’s NSW.The OHS performance overview is based on the measure 
of: 
 
 Workers’ compensation premium cost comparison – NSW 
 Cost of claim benchmark – NSW 
 Workers’ compensation claims for QSR sector in NSW 
 Workers’ compensation claims cost for QSR sector in NSW 
 Major types of injuries in QSR sector in NSW 
 Total workers’ compensation claims and costs for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 OHS internal audit results for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 OHS training for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 Employee age versus injuries in Hungry Jack’s NSW  
 Management age versus injuries in Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 National workers’ compensation breakdown for Hungry Jack’s 
 Injury types 
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Chapter 4 
Focus Group Themes 
All participants in the three Pilot groups, as well as the thirteen semi-structured focus group 
discussions, willingly discussed their perceptions and understanding of OHS in the workplace. An 
enormous amount of information was shared amongst the group members who shed light on the 
positives, negatives and opportunities in Hungry Jack’s, as well as on the significance of OHS in 
general. The themes developed from the raw data were not difficult to identify, however the 
challenge was to bring the themes to a common platform that made sense and added value to the 
outcome. This chapter spells out these themes and links these common themes to the relevant 
discussions that transpired during the semi-structured focus group discussions, which were utilised 
in this thesis as reference points to validate the arguments. The 9 common themes extrapolated 
from the semi-structured focus group discussions were as noted below. The identification of these 
themes is discussed at length in chapter 6. 
 
Focus Group Themes: 
1. Safety Culture 
2. Communications 
3. Policy, Procedure and implementation of OHS 
4. Human Resources 
5. Injury Management 
6. Training  
7. Micro management 
8. Leadership 
9. Corporate Culture and Organisational behaviour 
 
Semi-structured Focus Group discussion questions: 
 
The following questions were asked during the semi-structured focus group discussions to elicit the 
data. 
   
 What are some positive OHS improvements that you have noticed at work in the last year? 
Compare this with previous years (since 2000). How would you rate the improvement? 
 
 What are some of the negative concerns that you have in your workplace about OHS?  
Why are they of a concern? 
 
 What do you think you can do to improve OHS at your workplace? 
 
 Do you think that Hungry Jack’s is totally committed towards OHS in the workplace? 
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 What suggestions do you have that will make Hungry Jack’s more safety conscious? 
 
 What types of training have you received in OHS over the years? How useful is it? 
 
 How would you rate your employees’ knowledge on OHS? Do you think that they are safety 
conscious – why or why not? 
 
 Do you think that Hungry Jack’s have sufficient resources allocated to OHS? 
 
 Do you regularly talk about OHS at work and do you believe that OHS is critical? Why? 
 
 Do you have any suggestions for the governments to make improvements in OHS?  
 
 What are some of the most common types of injuries at your workplace? Why do these 
occur? 
 
 Are all OHS concerns and corrective actions properly addressed at your workplace?  Why 
or Why not? 
 
These twelve questions formed the basis for data collection and established the guidelines for 
eliciting the responses from the participants. All information shared was recorded, using a 
combination of techniques, approximately 30% paraphrased and 70% recorded as first person. The 
paraphrased discussions were handled diligently, as multiple participants joined in to share their 
views on the subject, therefore to retain authenticity, paraphrasing was easier in determining the 
case study themes, as identified in the research aims. The questions used at the semi-structured 
focus group discussions provided a logical flow of the information.  It kept the discussions focused 
and allowed the author, as a researcher to maintain the objectivity of the discussions within a 
constructive framework.  
 
 
Theme 1: Safety Culture 
 
Pilot 1 (P1) was held on the 12th of August 2008 with eight senior assistant managers in Sydney 
CBD.  These eight senior assistant managers had a total length of service of 5.2 years of 
experience at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, and were initially promoted from within the ranks. Manager’s 
length of service in both age and experience was a factor in the QSR, similarly to the young 
employees. They all commented on the fact that the company needed to be proactive rather than 
reactive, a complete revision of the way work was organised at Hungry Jack’s as indicated an issue 
in chapter 3 above. They claimed that “we sometimes only act when things went wrong, and even 
then we only focused on the issue for a short time.…This culture needs to change so that we are 
moving the company in the right direction….This needs to be made clear by the company to start 
off with…..whilst there was a budget for all restaurants, the budgets only addressed the restaurant 
requirements…It did not allow managers to spend the resources where it was most required”.  
Further, P1 claimed that the right calibre of managers’ running the business was critical – some 
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managers’ took OHS responsibilities well, whilst others did not care Some important factors that 
came to light during the semi-structured focus group discussions was the managers age – young 
managers, in age and experience and maturity who were not in a position to take right decisions, 
and the amount of work that was piled on these managers had been growing since year 2000, 
consequently the focus was on completing the tasks, rather than focusing on the safety elements 
of the job – a huge lack of understanding of OHS. Junior manager’s ill equipped to understand the 
critical violations of OHS due to the lack of safety culture was a high risk created by the workload 
that shifted the focus from doing the right things. The other reason noted during the semi-structured 
focus group discussion was that the managers were focused on the sales and profits as mentioned 
in chapter 3. They claimed that OHS was not on the agenda for some, and even if it was it seemed 
superficial – “done for the sake of doing it”.  The participants argued that restaurants that had a 
sufficient OHS safety culture also had people that were good – what they meant was that these 
managers were safety focused and they cared about the safety of employees and customers, were 
keen to learn and most importantly took ownership of their own actions. On the other hand, 
restaurants that had poorly performing managers had negative results in this regard. The fact that 
safety had to be driven by managers influenced the culture of the managers and obviously the 
employee was the key factor as reiterated by these participants during the semi-structured focus 
group discussions. The participants from Pilot 1 also commented on the fact that some younger 
managers and senior managers sometimes did not accept safety as an important element of the 
business, rather a hindrance. They claimed that the day this culture changed, all employees would 
understand the importance of safety at work, not seen as a hindrance but as a positive element of 
their job. However, they also claimed that the most recent emphasis placed by Hungry Jack’s on 
safety would eventually take a positive turn as they had observed certain behaviours that 
contributed towards a positive light in Hungry Jack’s NSW. They claimed that the introduction of 
OHS systems in 2003 had opened lines of communication between management and employees, 
and most importantly senior management awareness had been lifted to the level expected in the 
QSR industry.                                                    
 
Interestingly, Pilot 2 held on the 12th of August 2008 which consisted of middle line managers from 
Sydney CBD claimed that the most important point to note was, whilst OHS was not hard to 
implement at work, it depended on the manager driving it – evident in restaurants that had good 
managers who followed the OHS standards to the letter. The question then was asked by another 
participant in the group to elaborate what was meant by the comment above. In response, the 
assistant manager suggested that if the manager liked, they could change OHS in their restaurant 
– it was simple, but there was a “bigger fish to fry” – “we have to change our attitudes”, company-
wide and not only at the individual restaurant level – what he meant was in reference to sub culture 
formation. Just following the right procedure, setting the right example and demanding that the 
employees maintained the OHS standards was not enough. Employees that did not follow the 
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procedure or failed to follow the guidelines must be disciplined and corrected – a consensus which 
was supported by the group. They claimed if every manager had the same thought process it would 
impact the organization which in turn would change the OHS safety culture company wide. Perhaps 
if all managers attended the same OHS course that the employees attended, the OHS expectations 
would have been a lot clearer for them. Open lines of communications at all levels – make it 
transparent – “discuss OHS openly, share ideas, share the results and engage employee 
interactions’’, they claimed.  “What we feel is that the education, not the training, that lacks 
attention”…we need to see the bigger picture”. The participants were of the view that OHS was a 
bigger part of the strategic planning for Hungry Jack’s in NSW and across all states where Hungry 
Jack’s operated and the fact that it required senior management support, lacked depth. Hence, the 
semi-structured focus group discussions were based around the fact that OHS must not only be 
seen from a training angle, but more from an education perspective as a long term strategy. They 
claimed that managers should be coached and mentored on OHS requirements at work and their 
performance measured to ensure that OHS was a key factor in managing safety at work. The other 
point that they noted was that managers must be trained on OHS first, so that they can drive the 
OHS amongst their teams. Listening to these middle line managers, it seemed that there were 
growing concerns flagged on the lack of involvement from senior executives of Hungry Jack’s, 
initially when the OHS initiatives were launched in 2003. Pilot 2 further suggested that “the brand 
was not only about product and service, but it was also to do with safety – in particular safety 
behaviour and ownership”. They further argued that perhaps, the workplace needed a “fatality” in 
order for managers to see the seriousness of OHS at work. This statement itself was disturbing to 
hear, but you can also see where these middle line managers were coming from. The points that 
were being made were the fact that managers only listened when incidents occurred, and that too 
was short lived - A highly reactive approach towards fixing a long term issue. They claimed that 
OHS in the QSR industry in general was not seen as an important function; however they observed 
that change in adapting OHS requirements was on the horizon as Hungry Jack’s seemed to be 
doing the right thing since 2005, two years after the launched of the OHS initiatives in 2003. 
 
Similarly semi-structured focus group 2 held with eight young employees, under the age of 18 years 
old on the 1st of September 2008 in Sydney CBD argued that more follow up from senior 
management would have influenced a cultural shift quicker – from the lack of culture to adaptation 
of the new safety culture in the workplace. They further confirmed that in restaurants where the 
District Managers were more focused on safety, cleanliness and the overall performance of the 
business, the employees seemed to be very heavily involved with OHS and these restaurants 
appeared to be a lot safer. They further claimed that some managers did not care at all about safety 
and was reflected by the poor performance of their own restaurants in Hungry Jack’s in NSW. Semi-
structured focus group 2 strongly contested that at the grass root levels, the basic issues such as 
not following the basic safety guidelines were not being addressed by these managers. The issue 
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noted during the semi-structured focus group discussion was that most managers did not realize 
how their lack of OHS concern affected the overall environment or the safety culture of the 
workplace. These employees were adamant that the issue was the fact that managers were not 
focused on safety procedures at work, as the focus was on getting the task completed. Further, 
they argued that since the QSR industry was dominated by young employees, managers must be 
conscious of the fact that these young employees need to be lead, shown the proper way of 
performing the tasks and disciplined using the correct OHS systems – establishment of safety 
culture. They added that most young employees took risks at work, either to show off their risk 
taking ability/masculinity or just to complete the task at hand, as they, the managers were also 
guilty of doing the same. The other point noted by these young employees was the fact that they 
knew that they were not following the right procedures and claimed that managers allowed them 
to, simply because the managers were focused on the financial performance of the business – 
sales and profits before safety. It was interesting to note that all these young employees suggested 
that the organisation must drive the OHS procedures, and if they did, managers would follow the 
guidelines, but it was up to the senior managers to follow through the process and create a reporting 
culture in the first place. During the semi-structured focus group discussions, it was observed that 
all the young employees were of the view there were issues at hand that needed addressing. They 
claimed a number of issues, ranging from less numbers of employees rostered to work on shifts to 
control labour costs, which added extra workload on the team. Restaurants had a KPI of 12% to 
15% direct labour cost, which meant less employees were scheduled to work on the floor to produce 
the same targeted sales per person – which added extra strain on the employees, managers and 
the overall performance of the restaurants. Hence no one followed the safety procedures, some 
were conscious whilst others were unconscious of the fact – focused on task completion as the 
service standards of 3 minutes or less had to be achieved to maximise sales for that period. 
Unrealistic targets were set on managers, for example a sales per man hour, average sales 
produced by each employee of $70 for every hour; hence the task had to be completed quickly. 
When questioned how these young employees were privy to this level of information, the young 
employees commented by saying that “we discuss daily what the issues were and managers 
seemed to be a bit confused, but they worked like to get the job done”. In this case, the managers 
affected the overall safety culture of the business as they discussed the issues from a negative 
perspective with their own teams, rather than keeping the focus on safety from a positive angle. 
The semi-structured group also suggested that they discussed issues with the managers, but 
instead of the managers encouraging the change of the safety attitudes to establish a positive 
safety culture, they contributed negatively as they used the sessions to complain rather than 
discuss and address with their own managers.  Pilot group 1 added that breaking through this type 
of behaviour was not simple – despite having the positive discussions with the managers, they 
continued to stick to the old ways of doing things.  At this point, it was added that perhaps the 
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existing lack of safety culture, and the overall working culture of the QSR industry as such was so 
heavily ingrained that breaking through the “glass” would take time. This was observed by these 
managers at Hungry Jack’s who commented, since 2003, the emphasis on safety at work had risen, 
but the core was that senior management must adapt and reinforce safety using top down 
approach. It was also agreed that employees must also push safety from bottom up – it was a two 
way street, however if senior management failed to accept the change of safety culture, than safety 
is bound to fail, a key point noted in chapter 3. 
 
Semi-structured focus group 3 conducted with young employees, under the age of 16 years old in 
the Western Sydney area on the 9th of September 2008 shed some light on the issues at hand. 
They argued a critical point, and that was young employees don’t talk about safety at all - they were 
not permitted to, because the focus was on getting the work done – task completion was the aim 
as managers were held accountable for labour costs.  The idea was to complete the task as fast 
as possible to keep labour costs at bay, therefore safety was not the priority. The same applied to 
the managers – they did not have the time to discuss safety at work as they were too busy 
completing their own work. Safety related suggestion from employees were seen as a threat to 
management, some even saw it from a negative light and turned a blind eye to safety issues 
because it was a cost to the business. The semi-structured focus group 3 requested that the 
organisation must investigate the issues of safety and draft up a plan for the business – “acceptable 
standards of operations”, they called it. They also argued that perhaps managers need to attend 
the same formal safety training to understand how to apply at work. Group coaching sessions for 
managers were also recommended as they felt that since they attended the OHS training 
themselves, the managers displayed a lack of interest and some even commented by saying that 
what they learned did not apply in practice as they worked in the QSR industry, meaning the pace 
of work was expected to be fast and there was no time for anything else except fast customer 
service – a narrow view and perhaps the reason for a negative safety culture at work. 
 
Listening closely to the principle suggestions of these employees, it seemed that these young 
employees flagged issues related to the implementation and management of the safety guidelines 
at work. During the semi-structured focus discussion with groups 1, 2 and 3, it was identified that a 
Listening closely to the principle suggestions of these employees, it seemed that these young 
employees’ flagged issues related to the implementation and management of the safety guidelines 
at work. At times, safety issues were ignored by both the employees and managers alike. They 
also agreed that the reason for this neglect was simply due to lack of ownership and accountability 
by the senior management, known as District Managers who consciously displayed the same 
behaviour – lack of care and concern. At times they claimed that the senior managers did implement 
some actions, but the actions were short lived as the focus on rectifying the issue was half-heartedly 
implemented - a “Tick and Flick” mentality. Having elaborated on the details of what they meant by 
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“Tick and Flick” system, it was clear that the reference was on the fact that managers only followed 
the OHS procedures to satisfy their own conscious – a task was completed. These young 
employees also commented on the fact that most senior managers had no passion or any initiatives 
to improve OHS at work. Further, the semi-structured focus group 3 questioned whether the 
company had the right leaders managing the business in the first place. They also questioned the 
level of accountability these senior managers had in managing the OHS elements of the business. 
It was also suggested by the semi-structured focus groups 1, 2 and 3 that perhaps the company 
must review its view on safety in general, reading in between the lines, what they meant was that 
the safety culture needed to be ingrained as part of the organisational culture, in order for it to be 
effective. They also claimed that since 2003, they had noticed a change in safety culture but the 
issue that needed attention was the change of attitude of the senior managers in the business that 
would impact the overall safety culture of all the restaurants of Hungry Jack’s in NSW. 
 
On the other hand, semi-structured focus group 9 held with two senior managers, holding senior 
roles in Canberra on the 3rd of September 2008 confirmed that the real issue the company faced 
with respect to OHS in the workplace was the fact that first, the managers were too young in age, 
maturity and experience, as a result the inability to identify and rectify OHS risks was a concern. 
Second, the safety culture was not driven by the organisation. Third, no proper training was 
provided to the employees and fourth, there were no OHS systems to follow as such particularly 
prior to 2003 therefore, the accountabilities were impossible to align with the company vision. They 
also claimed that whilst they were accountable, they could only do little to enhance the OHS system 
as it was a bigger issue to deal with, the priority was in making sure the business was successful 
in Canberra financially. OHS was not the priority in the business, partially due to the lack of focus. 
Further, all managers were stretched to a point where there was no time to look at OHS concerns. 
Hence no one really cared about OHS at work, no one cared to the point that they should have. 
They further claimed that due to the lack of focus from the company, OHS was always last on the 
priority list, therefore the commitment to OHS was not accepted by all. They also pointed out that 
at many times these young managers did not know how to address safety concerns – they were 
too weak in their approach, failing to discipline employees who did not follow the safety guidelines 
at all and got away with it. The other problem they faced was the fact that there were no OHS 
systems to follow or to report on, particularly pre 2003. Both these senior managers were 
concerned that whilst they saw that their restaurants were not safe, they were not in a position to 
change the safety culture as it was not support and reinforced by the company consistently, initially. 
They also commented by saying that OHS was a company responsibility first, and not individual. 
In the literature review in chapter 3, the author has argued that whilst OHS is a company 
responsibility, all employees were accountable as they were part of the working system. But the 
working system must be defined at the employee induction so that the accountability is outlined 
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and driven by the organisation. Semi-structured focus group 9 asserted the fact that safety was a 
concern at Hungry Jack’s pre 2005. They also confirmed that the senior management were to be 
blamed for the lack of OHS awareness in the workplace, as no initiatives were taken to implement 
OHS guidelines. Part of the reason for the lack of OHS awareness was due to the fact that senior 
managers were promoting young employees to Team Leader and Assistant Manager positions in 
the restaurants. These young managers and supervisors alike were good at their jobs, not from an 
OHS leadership perspective, but from completing the tasks viewpoint which was based around 
selling and providing customer service, however were not knowledgeable of the OHS guidelines at 
work. When further questioned on their observations, they confirmed that in their own restaurants, 
these young employees were more at risk than their older cohorts. It was explained at the semi-
structured focus group discussion that the younger employees were always ready to take risks as 
they were not in a position to see risks as a danger to self or others. To these young employees, 
having fun at work was more important than following safety guidelines. As these young managers 
were of similar age and maturity to the young employees, they were not in a position to correct their 
own behaviour due to lack of authority and most importantly, their own ability to tackle performance 
related issues with their colleagues. It was also observed during the discussions that some young 
managers displayed logic and understood the rational of the discussion. When questioned further, 
it was noted that such behaviour was based on the fact that they worked with restaurant managers 
who were OHS procedure driven, hence these young managers followed the right OHS systems 
as they were told to, in other words coached and mentored at work so they accepted the ownership 
of their own actions, but still lacked the critical importance of OHS at work, the core purpose of why 
safety was important. 
 
Semi-structured focus group discussion 9 was asked whether there was a correlation between age 
and injuries at work. It seemed from the discussion that there was a strong indication that injuries 
and age where inter-related. This is discussed at length later in the chapters below, however it was 
clear that the younger employees were more likely to get injured than older cohorts. It was also 
interesting to note that male employees were more likely to be involved in workplace injuries than 
their female colleagues. On a positive note, the semi-structured group 9 pointed out that since 
2003, the company had started the focus on the implementation of OHS and they had observed a 
considerable improvement in safety in general all across the board.  It was also noted by these 
managers that the change of safety culture was evident in NSW predominantly after 2005. Since 
2005 the focus shift was observed by the employees and they were aware of the OHS requirements 
from both the legislative and company viewpoint; however the key issue that was debatable was 
the fact that the retention of the safety culture was a challenge – due to the age of both the 
employees and the managers alike.  It was further pointed out that the company had invested 
considerable amount of time and resources in the implementation of OHS, which was a significant 
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strategy in NSW. Based on the semi-structured focus group discussions, it was clear that Hungry 
Jack’s was in the process of establishing the best practice benchmarks in NSW which eventually 
would be rolled out in the other States of Australia where Hungry Jack’s operated. The central 
argument remained though, whilst the company was in the process of streamlining the OHS 
procedures, it was up to the senior managers to push the initiative in the workplace. This seemed 
to be the main theme of the discussion. Semi-structured focus group 9 also commented on the fact 
that since the rollout of the OHS programme in 2003, the knowledge level of the employees had 
increased considerably, however the issue was that some employees that were recruited were not 
the right fit for the business. Despite the OHS training that was provided to these employees, their 
behaviours did not change and in some restaurants the concern was the fact that these behaviours 
were an accepted norm – which goes back to the discussion of safety culture and that it was the 
senior managers that needed to drive the safety culture in the workplace.   
 
Semi-structured focus group discussion 10, held in Canberra on the 3rd of September 2008 with six 
senior restaurant managers who had worked in other restaurants in NSW claimed that in 
comparison to their previous workplaces, Hungry Jack’s was far more advanced in safety than the 
rest of the fast food companies in NSW – companies that they were familiar with. They also claimed 
that since the safety culture was slightly better than their previous workplace, it impacted the 
employees’ productivity which affected the overall company performance. However, their concern 
was the fact that it was harder to retain the safety culture as employee attrition in Hungry Jack’s 
ACT was high due to the nature of the business. They also suggested that in order for the Hungry 
Jack’s to retain the safety culture, it must continue emphasising the importance of OHS in the 
workplace and discuss OHS as part of the strategic initiative of the company. Senior managers 
must impress OHS as a critical agenda item.  The pitfalls they noticed was the maintenance costs 
of retaining a hazard free workplace.  It was interesting to note that these managers were of the 
opinion that at times, senior managers were slightly apprehensive and reluctant, when it came 
down to fixing or spending money to maintain the housekeeping standards of the restaurants – 
profits before safety!!. This sort of behaviour sent a wrong signal to the employees which at times 
diluted the overall safety culture at work. They also claimed that when these sorts of behaviours 
were displayed by senior managers, it was hard to continue with the retention of the safety culture 
as employees always questioned their superior’s OHS leadership style and whether safety was the 
key focus of the business. Based on these observations, it was clear that young employees were 
influenced by senior manager behaviours at work. Semi-structured focus group 10 also suggested 
that when senior managers emphasised the directions of OHS at work, employees generally 
showed interest and followed the OHS procedures to the letter. The issue observed was that when 
senior managers diverted their attention or when risks that were identified but not addressed by 
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senior managers, employees felt that it was not important. Hence the safety culture was so highly 
volatile in the company across NSW.   
 
Theme 2: Communication 
 
Pilot 1 (P1) was held on the 12th of August 2008 with eight senior assistant restaurant managers in 
Sydney CBD. Two significant points were highlighted at the initial discussion. First, that 
communication with managers in the company had improved and second, these managers were 
pleased with the progress OHS had on the business and the employee’s perceptions since 2003 
in NSW, when OHS was launched initially. They felt that since the introduction of OHS systems in 
2003, the restaurant managers had started to re-align their focus towards the business imperatives 
– safety in general and employee training on safety. They also agreed that since the introduction 
and emphasis on safety at work, their own OHS knowledge had improved vastly, not because they 
attended the OHS training, but now they were aware of the OHS requirements at work. When 
questioned how they retained and upgraded their own OHS knowledge, the response was 
positively surprising – they took upon themselves for further self-learning - reading about OHS and 
OHS related workplace cases. They also claimed that since they were aware of the OHS 
requirements, they discussed OHS at work with their colleagues and with others employees, to 
bring to their attention the key factors of OHS – such as lifting, no running at work, reading OHS 
notices and reporting identified risks. As a result, they felt that communication improved in their 
own restaurants. However, some of these managers during the discussion flagged the fact that 
OHS was not about “Tick and Flick” mentality. They claimed that OHS was about responsibility, 
and were of the opinion that whilst at the middle management level, they ensured OHS procedures 
and systems were followed in their “own” restaurants, however, they were not sure if senior 
managers and the organization as a whole at the top level had embraced OHS to the level expected 
across all the Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW – it didn’t seem that way. They highlighted “own” 
restaurant, which confirmed only a certain group of restaurants were in compliance with OHS which 
alluded to the point driven by the previous semi-structured group discussion mentioned above. 
When questioned why they felt so passionately about the fact that top level management were still 
out of touch, they responded by saying that some senior managers had taken on board that OHS 
was critical and they support it, whilst to others it was extra work, a hindrance, diverted attention 
from sales and profits, as well as it was a cost to the business, a very narrow view that perhaps 
was the attitude across industry. Further, they argued that these types of behaviours reflected badly 
on the company, the assumption that top management were inconsistent and incoherent in their 
communication within the business. Despite the arrogance, they felt that the company had come a 
long way and maybe over time, the overall safety culture and communication would change, if 
driven consistently. One member of the semi-structured focus group 10 commented that these 
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senior managers must understand that they don’t have a choice –they must follow the OHS laws 
as required.   
 
Pilot 2 held on the 12th of August 2008 with middle line managers from Sydney CBD saw OHS 
implementation at Hungry Jack’s in NSW from a different angle. They were of the view that since 
the implementation of OHS in 2003, the company in NSW had come a long way.  Employees were 
better trained, presented sufficient OHS knowledge compared to pre 2003, injury rates had 
improved dramatically and the fact the OHS was spoken at meetings had influenced their way of 
support and most importantly, followed the requirements of OHS laws. They also claimed that since 
the OHS key performance indicators (KPI), such as number of injuries, cost of claim, type of injuries 
and lost time were discussed at the weekly and monthly management meetings, the focus on OHS 
had taken a different turn post 2003. Different forms of communication were also used to discuss 
OHS at work which ranged from employee meetings to posted notes on notice boards to safety 
sign, which was very impressive. Generally speaking, Pilot 2 was convinced that communication 
had improved in the business and the fact that each restaurant received OHS updates regularly 
was a sign of positive reinforcement of OHS at work.   
 
When questioned how effective was the use of the information received, the participants had a 
slight disagreement whether the information was used to its full potential at work. While the 
agreement was that communication flow created traction post 2003, they felt that the accuracy of 
information did not cascade down to the employees at the grass root levels. Managers viewed OHS 
information as redundant so the best way to deal with it was to ignore the information. What they 
didn’t realize was that OHS played a key role in establishing safety culture at work, and by sharing 
critical OHS information was the cornerstone to safety culture. They saw OHS as their superior’s 
accountability. This was also noted in the previous semi-structured focus group discussion. 
Second, managers were extremely busy meeting the needs of the business so they didn’t have the 
time to deal with OHS related issues. Pilot 2 was of the opinion that whilst some inroad was in 
progress in NSW, safety culture had a long way to go. Hungry Jack’s in NSW had invested in the 
OHS programme with clear intentions, however it was the senior managers that had to drive the 
OHS initiatives consistently throughout the company to create and maintain the safety culture.  Pilot 
3 was held with twelve junior managers and 4 employees on the 19th of August 2008 in Western 
Sydney. They claimed managers had a better understanding of OHS now than they had in 2003; 
similarly communication had improved significantly over the years. They also agreed with Pilot 
group 1 and 2 in saying that senior managers were the implementers of OHS safety culture at work.   
 
An additional discussion group was held with selected middle line managers from the inner western 
Sydney area on the 19th of August 2008, who were on a succession planning programme to become 
restaurant managers in the future. A research of this intensity was a great platform to measure their 
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thoughts on safety to see what level of safety culture the company was breeding. They enquired 
that the QSR sector dealt with young employees, so why not ensure OHS was given the first priority 
at work. In addition, the nature of the industry was not going to change – QSR will always be QSR, 
but any great company would want to promote best work practices. What they didn’t understand 
was why the neglect, or was it ignorance. Hungry Jack’s as a company had strong business 
philosophies and had improved the workplace engagement considerably post 2003. They also 
suggested that whilst the OHS results were positive, senior management must not take a step back 
and relax the OHS focus too soon. By being consistent with communication and updating the 
business with the KPI’s was the best way forward in reinforcing the safety message and culture at 
work. 
 
Theme 3: Consistency of message 
 
It was clear from the semi-structured focus group discussions the role communication played in 
establishing a robust safety culture at work. Pilot 1 also suggested that part of maintaining the 
safety culture was the fact that managers must be aware that they need to keep the message 
consistent. It was observed during the research that some managers were not in a position to 
maintain and relay the same dialogue; hence the employees received mixed messages at work.  A 
significant issue which impacted the way the messages were conveyed to employees which 
showed that management themselves were not united on OHS initiatives. Pilot 1 pointed out that 
at many times, managers would also blame others managers, saying that the other managers 
version of the OHS procedure was not accurate. Pilot 1 also argued that in order for managers to 
drive safety at work, they must know the OHS procedures well themselves. Pilot 3 argued, whilst 
they saw that safety culture had come a long way post 2003, it was the managers that need to 
constantly reinforce the message of safety to all employees.  Employee notice board was one 
avenue that was noted as being effective, as all employees read the information displayed. Pilot 3 
pressed a valid point, the fact that managers must test each employee of what notes were placed 
on the notice boards to gauge if employees were paying attention. Second, the group suggested 
in some restaurants, the noticeboards were not updated weekly, hence the employees paid little or 
no attention to the notes which reflected badly on the managers and the lack of safety culture in 
the restaurant. Pilot 3 argued it was the managers who drove the safety culture through the use of 
effective communication. Whilst the company had invested resources, if the managers did not 
follow through, then safety culture was bound to fail in the long term, a key point discussed in 
chapter 3 above. They also referred to the safety culture pre 2003, where relaxed OHS policies 
and procedures equated to increased number of workplace injuries. They also agreed with Pilot 
group 1 and 2, adding the fact that it was the managers who set the tone in the workplace. When 
questioned which  elements of OHS they observed was a success at work, they voted that OHS 
leadership, leading the team by setting the right examples, communication, training and coaching 
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were some of the OHS leadership skills that managers were required to display at work. Semi-
structured focus group 1, on the other hand praised Hungry Jack’s NSW for being proactive and 
recognising that fact that people had different learning styles, so one of the best methods of 
influencing learning was displaying signs and posters, notes that were relevant to the employees 
and related directly to them and their workplace. The group also commented on the fact that these 
employees must be involved in discussions on safety at work. When people are involved in decision 
making, they participated and showed interest at work, particularly when their suggestions were 
implemented as they felt that they owned the decision. This then impacted the team and influenced 
behavioural change. 
 
The group also argued, since 2003, they had seen a significant change in these behaviours. Since 
the formation of the safety committees at work, employees had taken on board the key aspects of 
safety, however semi-structured focus group 1 were of the view that there should be more safety 
posters of high risk areas, precautionary steps and of safety guidelines posted at work. Some 
members of the team also argued that whilst more posters were of benefit, the idea was to reinforce 
the message through consistent communication and follow up. Just displaying posters would not 
help in establishing and maintaining a positive safety culture. Semi-structured focus group 3 were 
of the view that posters had assisted in maintaining a solid safety culture. In their restaurants, 
managers had supported the change of safety culture through communication, talking to employees 
about safety on every shift. They had implemented the safety checklist and their safety committees 
played an active role in promoting safe work practices by informing staff regularly of risks that were 
identified and most importantly how the risks were addressed. The group also claimed that they 
were in a position to understand OHS simply because the managers actively showed interest in 
workplace safety and encouraged all employees to do the same. Semi-structured focus group 6 
and 8 made an interesting point. The managers in this group were promoted from employee level, 
so the distinction of how safety was perceived from two different perspectives was worthwhile. 
Some claimed that OHS for employees was not something to think about, it was a managers’ role.  
If the managers did not reinforce the importance of OHS at work, then the likely hood of employees 
following the safety procedure to the letter was highly improbable, simply because employees came 
to work to have fun and earn extra money. Unless the managers spent quality time to reinforce the 
message, OHS would fail.  
 
Theme 4: Policy, Procedure and implementation of OHS 
 
Pilot group 3 participants claimed when they started with Hungry Jack’s in NSW, there was no OHS 
emphasis at work. They also claimed that in comparison to their previous workplaces, Hungry 
Jacks’ had better OHS systems which were highly productive; simply because the training of OHS 
was taken on board seriously by the company and managers as well as employees were held 
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accountable. They also suggested that they never understood what OHS was till they attended the 
OHS course at Hungry Jack’s which made them realise the OHS responsibilities they had in their 
own restaurants. Extension to this discussion was the fact that OHS policies and procedures were 
implemented which helped managers focus and drill down on the requirements of safety at work.  
 
To further understand whether the introduction of OHS policies and procedures did have an impact 
on the business, semi-structured focus group 1 which was represented by franchise managers 
agreed with Pilot group 3, whereby they had seen a difference in workplace culture due to the use 
of rigid policies and procedures at work. The main story line from this semi-structured focus group 
discussion was that OHS policies and procedures had increased their employee’s safety 
awareness at work, as it is now driven by the managers. They also commented on the fact that 
since the introduction of OHS in 2003, their restaurant standards, such as cleanliness had improved 
dramatically, making is risk free. The franchise managers claimed that they were happy at work 
because all employees seemed to working towards a common goal – safe workplace. The other 
point that they mentioned was that managers had a better understanding of safety now than they 
used to, which was a valid observation. They claimed that when managers were trained correctly 
on OHS policies and procedures, they followed the procedures provided they were all consistent 
with their approach to OHS. They also claimed that safety starts from the top, if the senior managers 
fail, then the whole team falls apart. Semi-structured focus group 1 and 2 added that managers 
must take the shared responsibility of ensuring the OHS systems were working. Their main concern 
was that some managers did not take OHS seriously at work, relying on other managers to pick up 
the pieces so to speak which caused unnecessary breakdown in communication and confusion. 
They claimed that it was the senior managers role to reinforce the learning points as they were the 
ones that were actively involved in the business - should that occur, safety would elevated to the 
next level. They also suggested that OHS must be part of the Induction process – day one of the 
new employee, but that was not enough. Continual reinforcement would ensure these young 
employees understood the concept of OHS at work. The growing concern was the age of these 
younger employees that made it difficult to manage, but on reflection they claimed that whilst 
employee age was an issue, managers need to take proactive actions to deal with the issue at 
hand. One manager also claimed that he worked for another well-known supermarket which had 
the state of the art OHS system, but in comparison to Hungry Jack’s, he preferred Hungry Jack’s 
OHS policies and procedures as it was simple and effective. He also claimed that if managers and 
employees of Hungry Jack’s embraced the current OHS structure, in comparison to the rest of the 
companies, Hungry Jack’s would be ahead of the game. Further, a valid point was also made by 
another manager who seemed to present his arguments in a logical manner. He claimed that whilst 
age of the employees was an issue, managers must not use this as an excuse. If all managers 
were disciplined to follow the right OHS policies and procedures and set the right examples, than 
employees would follow. But the single biggest issue was that the managers were so inconsistent 
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and incoherent with their own actions. On the other hand, semi-structured focus group 6 agreed 
that employee interaction with managers on OHS concerns had improved and that was due to open 
lines of communications, employee training and the fact that there were increased levels of written 
communications as well as verbal discussions at work. An example they claimed was safety 
posters, updated notes from safety meetings, safety KPI’s and safety action plans were all of 
interest to these employees. The missing link they felt was the fact that the employee meetings 
were not consistent. They claimed that this was where they needed to be careful not to destroy 
employees’ enthusiasm and awareness of safety by being inconsistent with their own internal 
processes.  
 
Semi-structured focus group 7 observed that since the introduction of safety in Hungry Jack’s NSW; 
they noticed a significant improvement in their own restaurants. Happy employees, the restaurants 
looked a lot cleaner and well organised, the environment was positive; employees were 
communicating better with each other and were asking relevant OHS questions. The most 
significant improvement was the fact the injury numbers had reduced considerably which made 
these managers proud of their own actions. In chapters 5 and 6, these will be discussed at length. 
When asked why these changes had occurred, they claimed they took ownership of their own 
actions. Semi-structured focus group 7 also mentioned that in their restaurants every manager was 
given specific responsibilities on safety, example one manager was in charge of the safety 
committee members and held the safety meetings every Monday afternoon religiously. They then 
completed the safety inspections and wrote up the safety action plan which was discussed at the 
management meetings every Tuesday. Further, discussions notes were prepared and posted on 
the employee notice board for all employees to read and sign off. On every shift, the managers 
reminded every employee the focus of the week on safety, using the safety modules as a guideline. 
By doing so every employee was on board with the same understanding and eventually, the 
formation of safety culture was evident. They claimed that in their restaurants, employees had 
become so safety conscious that they cared and also looked after the interest of their colleagues 
and customers alike. 
 
Theme 5: Human Resources  
 
Pilot groups 1 and 2 questioned whether increasing the employee age when hiring would reduce 
the injury rates in the QSR industry or whether working on establishing a solid safety culture was 
the answer. They claimed that employee age, that is young employees working in the QSR industry 
will always be the case, however if managers continue to use that as an excuse, then the safety 
standards would not change. They also agreed that it was harder to maintain the safety culture with 
these young employees; however it was the managers that control and reinforced the basics. Also 
if managers were on the floor with these young employees, then the risk of injuries would reduce 
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as managers would spend the time discussing OHS at work and follow up to ensure the corrective 
actions were implemented.  
 
Pilot group 2 claimed that whilst age was not the only barrier, issues such as diversity, followed by 
language and lack of education were other key factors that contributed to high safety risks. Pilot 
group 3 added that since these employees were young, it was difficult for them to comprehend the 
importance of safety, some followed the OHS policies and procedures but when they were not 
observed, there was a high chance that risks would be taken when performing the task. On the 
other hand, semi-structure focus group 3 and 5 commented that OHS had definitely improved in 
Hungry Jack’s, considering employee age was a barrier but the growing concern was the fact the 
management age was becoming younger as well.  Some managers were of the same age of the 
young employee so the manager found it difficult to communicate with young employees. Semi-
structured focus group 3, 6 and 8 also commented on the fact that young employees and managers 
must be observed closely as once they got hold of a bad habit, breaking or changing their mindset 
was difficult. Semi-structured focus group 4 claimed that some managers ignored employee 
behaviour simply because they were focused on getting the tasks completed. One member of the 
semi-structured focus group 4 claimed that he observed the same issue in his previous workplace, 
a competitor of Hungry Jack’s. Participants from semi-structured focus group 4 also agreed that 
whilst they saw good improvements in OHS, the issue of accepting responsibility had to be 
addressed. Semi-structured focus group 5 and 6 felt that the business should hire older matured 
employees who would off-set the age barrier and be counterproductive, as the young employees 
would then have older colleagues to associate with, which could impact their behaviour, a 
mentorship initiated workplace arrangement to help tackle OHS. Semi-structured focus group 6 
which consisted of young employees who argued age should not be accepted as a factor. The 
employees who worked for Hungry Jacks were part of the team and contributed by the way of 
ensuring the systems were followed, but it is the responsibility of the managers to reinforce the 
safety standards – a two way communication channel. They claimed that some had negative 
attitude towards safety in general that was not acceptable behaviour and managers must be in a 
position to monitor, control and discipline were necessary. 
 
 
Semi-structured focus group 6, 7 and 8 agreed that Hungry Jack’s had taken positive steps forward 
and the restaurants were a lot safer, with lower injury rates and risks, than pre 2003.  The managers 
had shown positive results, reduced injury rates and the safety culture had become a lot stronger 
and receptive. Some managers also stated that OHS had increased their workload and since the 
priority was on sales and profitability, OHS was given a second place at work. The other issue that 
the semi-structured focus group 6, 7 and 8 claimed was that managers were given unrealistic 
targets to achieve on sales and profitability; hence they short circuited safety to complete the task 
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with limited resources. Other than that, it was claimed that time was a factor as well, as these 
managers were not provided with senior management support but expected to complete their work 
on time. 
 
Pilot group 3 was concerned about the fact that young employee lacked maturity considerably and 
that maybe the reason for the continued struggle for managers to maintain a safe workplace.  They 
also claimed that whilst age was a factor, involving them in OHS decision making would improve 
their relationship and create better safety awareness. Semi-structured focus group 4, 5, 6 and 9 
also agreed that it was the manager’s change of attitudes towards safety that would help in 
changing the safety culture at work. They compared 2008 with 2003 and stated that during the 
initial stages of OHS launch, safety was a concern however in 2008, great improvements had been 
observed. Particularly OHS training had helped improve the safety awareness standards. Semi-
structured focus group 3 and 13 raised concerns about the turnover of employees at Hungry Jack’s 
in NSW. They claimed that constant turnover created another barrier to the implementation of 
consistent OHS in the workplace which was not discussed within the company. Semi-structured 
focus groups 6, 7 and 13 also voiced the same concern during the discussion.  Managers performed 
their tasks under a lot of pressure as they dealt with new employees every day. Semi-structured 
focus groups 5, 6, 7 and 11 also commented on the language barrier. Due to increased diversity in 
the workplace, other nationalities were being hired which made communication challenging at the 
workplace. These new employees that joined did not fully understand the English language which 
put additional pressure on the managers to explain OHS policies and procedures, which not only 
took additional time but also affected the productivity of the restaurant in terms of sales and 
profitability. To make it worse, these managers were then questioned why certain tasks were not 
completed on time. They claimed working in QSR with OHS was not as easy as it was perceived. 
However in saying that, they also commented that since 2003, Hungry Jack’s in NSW had come a 
long way. 
 
Semi-structured focus group 1, 8, 9, 10 and 13 were asked what they saw as major injury groups 
in the restaurants in Hungry Jack’s NSW. Interestingly they mentioned burns, cuts, slip and falls 
and trips as the major injury groups, same response as Pilot group 1, 2 and 3. When questioned 
why, they believed it was due to the nature of the industry – fast phased and due to the fact that 
the QSR industry employed young employees who were careless in execution of tasks. A relevant 
point of discussion - one of the key points that was discussed was the fact that prior to the launch 
of OHS in NSW, Hungry Jack’s was highly reactive with injuries – actions were only implemented 
once the injuries had occurred. Post 2005, this culture had changed and the company was working 
towards being proactive, however, there was still room for improvement. Semi-structured focus 
group 2 pointed out that more training on injury management, linked to OHS policies would benefit 
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the employees at large. They also added that making injury claims a KPI that was shared 
throughout the company would benefit the company as a whole. 
 
Theme 6: Employee Training 
 
Pilot focus group 1 and 2 claimed that OHS training was the best they had come across in the 
business, highly constructive and captured the legal requirements. They claimed that management 
today had better understanding of OHS than they did in 2003 or dating back as far as 2000. They 
also reinforced that OHS Training must continue at Hungry Jack’s, not only in NSW but across all 
States in Australia where Hungry Jack’s operated. Pilot group 3 also confirmed that OHS Training 
definitely was the right decision taken by the company. Most importantly, OHS Training was linked 
to all subject matters at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, ranging from products training to management 
training programmes. Pilot group 2 commented on the fact that OHS Training had impacted the 
injury rates, which in turn helped reduce the Workers’ Compensation costs and Workers’ 
Compensation Insurance Premiums for Hungry Jack’s NSW over a 3 years period, a results they 
were totally accountable for. These are discussed in chapter 6. Pilot group 3 also agreed on the 
level of emphasis placed on safety at work which was the pillar that drove the message to all 
employees.  On the softer side of training, Pilot group 1, 2 and 3 suggested whilst training was 
effective from a delivery view point, managers’ need to be mindful that employees had different 
learning styles – some took longer to digest the information. Therefore, they recommended that 
their managers play a critical role in ensuring they decoded the learning points, simplified the OHS 
policies and explained to the employees the importance of safety and how it impacted the team in 
general. Semi-structured focus group 12 and 13 both pointed out to the fact that at times, they felt 
that the OHS training was conducted in a rush, to push through employees to attend but lacked the 
follow up from the managers on the ground. 
 
Semi-structured focus group 1 claimed that the most valuable point of action taken by the company 
was to analyse what training was required by staff as part of the renewed needs analysis. In this 
case, Hungry Jack’s planned and rolled out the 13 safety modules that were trained in all the 
restaurants monthly, over 12 months period, one module a month. They thought the idea on 
presenting “toolbox” talk with each employee was considered relatively effective. Secondary to the 
“toolbox” talk was the overarching OHS Training that was delivered to all the managers and senior 
employees of the business that reinforced the importance of safety at work. Semi-structured focus 
group 2, 4, 10, and 12 believed that in their restaurants, the safety module training worked 
effectively and allowed the managers to pace the training based on employee learning styles, a 
well thought plan of action that involved the team. Pilot 3 also commented on how effective the 
training was when dissected in learning modules, which helped them to keep on track of the training 
milestones and actions. Semi-structured focus group 5, 9, 12 and 13 suggested that since the 
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safety modules were reported monthly, they were on top of the game so to speak and knew exactly 
who was trained and when. Training in a nutshell was highly effective as it was discussed at a State 
level, a KPI which resonated with the manager’s, particularly the senior managers as they did not 
want their group of restaurants to lack the training. Semi-structured focus group 1 and 3 commented 
on the fact that the injury incidents, pictures and stories must be shared with the rest to allow others 
to see firsthand the consequences of the lack of safety awareness and the impact on the employee 
and the business as a whole. They claimed that when employees saw it for themselves, the reality 
helped change and narrow the focus on OHS at work. The group commented on the fact that 
sharing identified risks at the State or maybe national level was also a way to communicate the 
appropriate actions throughout the business, provided it was shared with the right intent. They also 
suggested that perhaps, a higher level of OHS course was required for senior managers that would 
cover the key elements of the appropriate OHS laws. By doing so, it would bring managers 
knowledge to the level expected and may help change their views on safety. Semi-structured focus 
group 2 and 3 added that the OHS Training that was delivered to the employees twice a month 
from a company perspective helped change the views of all the employees in their restaurants. 
They claimed that once the knowledge was learned, the employees engaged in discussions about 
safety at work which not only assisted in creating a positive safety culture, but it also helped in 
lowering the injury rates in all the restaurants. Most employees that participated in semi-structured 
focus group discussions also commented on the fact that since they were school students, OHS 
was not part of their school curriculum, so coming to work at Hungry Jack’s and learning about 
OHS had helped them understand workplace dynamics from a safety angle, a practical means. 
This was an interesting point that most young employees spoke about at the semi-structured focus 
group discussion. Semi-structured focus group 4 argued that whilst safety training was effective in 
the restaurants; they observed that in some restaurants, managers assumed that once the 
employee attended the training, they were “qualified experts”, meaning that these employees were 
now in a position to follow all the OHS guidelines. Little that they know, that as managers, they had 
to follow up to ensure what was learned during the training sessions were applied at work, however 
they must continue to create the learning environment. They stated that part of the problem with 
OHS safety culture at Hungry Jack’s NSW was that these managers lacked the enthusiasm towards 
safety in general. Simply because it was never a priority item, but now that it had become an agenda 
item, some managers were struggling to strike the right balance between OHS and tasks. 
Interestingly, semi-structured focus group 6 were of the opinion that whilst OHS had progressed 
well at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, they felt that it could be even better had all senior managers driven 
it from a company perspective, initially when it was launched in 2003. The other issue that was 
raised by semi-structured focus group 6 was that managers sometimes felt that there was too much 
work with OHS, and this was simply because the managers were not given a constructive rational 
of why OHS was critical as part of their role. 
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They claimed that the miscommunication in terms of the OHS objective was most likely the cause 
of the lack of OHS at work, however semi-structured focus group 7 added that despite the slow 
start in the implementation of OHS at the restaurant level, Hungry Jack’s NSW had recognised the 
deficiency and acted accordingly, which had impacted positively in terms of injury rates, cost of 
claim and workers’ compensation premium over the research period. Semi-structured focus group 
8 suggested that OHS Training not only created a better safety culture, but it also improved other 
restaurant related KPI’s. They claimed that from a policy view point, the restaurants were a lot 
aware of business related policies contributed towards increased sales and profitability. Semi-
structured focus group 9 agreed that the change in safety culture through training also assisted in 
cost control, better retention of employees and most importantly, employee attitude towards work 
had changed. On the other hand, semi-structured focus group 10 compared Hungry Jack’s NSW 
OHS initiatives to their previous QSR workplace and claimed that the OHS Training at Hungry 
Jack’s was relatively constructive, productive and meaningful. The information that they had 
learned was shared with other people outside of work. Some during the discussions claimed that 
the disciplines learned were also applied at home. Semi-structured focus group 10 suggested that 
managers perhaps should quiz employees on safety at work – make it more of a fun activity that 
would stimulate employees and also revise their OHS knowledge. Semi-structured focus group 11, 
12 and 13 were of the opinion that OHS Training was critical in changing the safety culture, however 
they were concerned that managers must take a proactive role in ensuring that OHS safety culture 
was retained. The fact that in the QSR industry the tendency of managers to become complacent 
was high.  
 
 
Theme 7: Micro Management 
 
Pilot group 1 pointed out that in the QSR industry, the fact that employees are young was a given. 
The challenge was in managing those young employees who had little or no experience working in 
the QSR business. However, the core of the challenge was, despite giving the employees good 
OHS training and showing them the expectation of maintaining a safe workplace, some did not 
have the right discipline, hence managers’ role in managing a busy workplace with young 
employees at hand was tough work. They claimed the way forward was through micro-
management, monitoring every action and holding employees accountable. However, that came at 
a price, the manager had to be everywhere at once. Generally, that was impossible, so what the 
manager did was focused on issues of necessity, in other words actions that really mattered.  In 
this case, sales and profits - as the managers were held accountable for their own performance 
based on sales. P1 also claimed that since the focus was on sales and profits, most managers 
short circuited OHS, by falsifying OHS documents as these were seen as more work, a bigger legal 
issue at hand.  The interesting point to note was that during the discussion, the managers agreed 
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that what they were doing was wrong, had a huge risk and legal ramifications. On reflection, 
however they claimed that micro-management had improved the overall safety culture and the 
young employees seemed to have enjoyed the management employee camaraderie, particularly 
after 2005. They also claimed that whilst micro-management had both positive and negative results, 
senior management had not provided the assistance and the resources that they should have in 
the first place – at the initial launch of OHS in 2003. The issue was, some employees had negative 
attitudes towards OHS, simply because they were held accountable for their own actions. Pilot 
group1 argued that whilst the OHS tools and the OHS Training was beneficial, they explored ideas 
of how to maintain the safety culture as the turnover of employees was high and the fact that it 
created instability in the restaurants. On the other hand, Pilot group 3 suggested that the real issue 
from a management perspective was that managers did not have the time to complete the entire 
required task and the fact that Hungry Jack’s must be aware of the issues at hand. They also 
claimed that senior managers ignored this key factor and demanded that the tasks be done. Some 
managers also claimed during the discussions that they had no choice but to short circuit OHS – 
tick and flick mentality. Pilot group 2 claimed that whilst they felt guilty of doing the wrong, they had 
no choice. At times, it was also observed by the employees, hence they did not follow the correct 
procedures as well – creation of sub culture occurred.  Semi-structured focus group 3 agreed by 
saying that the reason why there were variations of sub cultures was simple – managers turned a 
blind eye to certain procedures because of the workload.  Semi-structured focus group 3 also 
pointed out that despite the negative issues flagged on micro-management, the OHS training and 
the OHS tools in totality were highly beneficial. Employees had better knowledge and were in a 
position to identify and correct risks, after attending the training. Most importantly, employees had 
embraced safety as one of the critical discussions at work. Semi-structured focus group 3 claimed 
that when management paid attention to the employees, they felt recognised and part of the 
working system. They claimed that when management worked with them, they felt valued and 
obliged to assist. Semi-structured focus group 4 and 6 claimed the same. However, semi-structured 
focus group 9 and 10 claimed employees who came from the lower socio-economical areas 
displayed a rather negative attitude towards safety culture, and despite the micro-management, 
they could not change their behaviours early in the process. These employees displayed an attitude 
that learning was not their prime motive, had no desire to learn, but to work. A workers’ 
compensation mindset whereby injuries meant compensation, less working hours as a reward. It 
was also suggested that management had to remove employees that did not fit the culture in order 
to reinstate the OHS policies and procedures.  Semi-structured focus group 10 argued that whilst 
time was the real issue in launching and monitoring the OHS processes at work, the fact that 
management did not support the initial work required in order to make OHS a norm at work was a 
challenge in 2003. The reason being was that some restaurant managers saw OHS as intrusion to 
their normal work, it was time consuming and unproductive. They also claimed the reason for the 
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lack of understanding was simply because of the old school mentality – narrow mindedness. Semi-
structured focus group 10 also claimed that these managers had little knowledge about OHS – the 
issue being that these managers were long serving employees and their way of doing business 
was based on their own individual culture which to a certain extent operated a silo mentality within 
the business. Semi-structured focus group 10 recommended that in order for the safety culture to 
be maintained, the company had only one choice and that was to discipline the older employees – 
those that didn’t change their attitudes towards safety culture had to be removed as it affected the 
overall safety culture of the company. Whilst micro management was practiced to change the safety 
culture, some were totally opposed to OHS in general, hence the introduction of safety at Hungry 
Jack’s took slightly longer than expected from initial launch in 2003 till 2005. These are discussed 
in detail later in the thesis.  On the other hand, semi-structured focus group 11 were of the opinion 
that micro management and training went hand in hand. They claimed that the training that was 
introduced was highly successful as it helped set the OHS standards that were required; however 
the struggle was the fact that most managers lacked OHS leadership which initially caused a bit of 
friction – attitudes towards safety. 
 
Pilot group 1 commented that in the QSR industry, the most critical challenge was the fact that the 
younger employees had to be managed – as they were managing attitudes and behaviours of these 
young employees. The real issue with attitude towards safety was the “blame culture” – accidents 
were always someone else’s problem. In the outer western regions, workers’ compensation 
mentality was far stronger than the city locations – and this was also influenced by the employee 
perceptions of workers’ compensation rights. Western region employees were more adaptable to 
the idea of staying home after an injury, seeing various doctors as an example to prolong the injury 
recovery process despite the Doctors giving approval to return to work, whereas the city based 
employees wanted to return back to work as soon as practicable. On further investigation with Pilot 
group 1, 2 and 3 it was confirmed that the city locations had employees that were students – on 
working visa and earning money or having a steady income was more important so they took their 
jobs with all seriousness, whereby in the western region, the employees were local residents, 
therefore they took full advantage of their working rights, so to speak.  This thesis does not make 
any assertions, however, from the research it seemed that demographics and lack of understanding 
of employee and employer responsibilities seemed to have some level of interplay. Pilot 1, 2 and 3 
all claimed that OHS training was critical in changing the mindset, and that was through rigorous 
reinforcement. They also Semi-structured focus group 3 confirmed that it was the senior managers 
that had to change their mindset and drive safety as a KPI. Semi-structured focus group 4, 5 and 
7 also added that since OHS was added to all types of training, they found it beneficial as the 
company had made significant changes to reinforce the basics from an organisational perspective. 
Semi-structured focus group 8, 9, 10 and 11 commented by saying that managers must allow 
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employees time for OHS training. This was apparent as managers did not allow for learning to 
occur, or in some restaurant, lots of information was provided at once, without understanding the 
learning styles of the employees and they were expected to remember and apply the OHS 
knowledge, hence the negative attitude towards safety or OHS in general. This is where micro 
management was applied in the wrong context – instead of creating a positive learning 
environment, employees were pushed to learn and adapt. 
 
Theme 8: OHS Leadership  
 
Pilot group 1 agreed that ideally, OHS leadership was critical in the implementation and 
maintenance of workplace safety culture. When requested to elaborate, they claimed that due to 
younger employees, the managers had to have the right OHS leadership skills in order to influence 
change of attitude towards OHS in general, which Hungry Jack’s lacked.  The reason why Hungry 
Jack’s lacked the OHS safety culture was simply because it was not important, it was considered 
to be more work and most importantly, the company did not take OHS seriously because the cost 
of workers’ compensation as a percentage to sales turnover was not significant. However, little did 
the company know that the safety culture of Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW was not to the level 
expected? And that the risks were violating the legislative requirements of NSW. The Pilot groups 
also commented on the fact that the right OHS leadership skill was necessary in changing the 
safety culture. They claimed that ownership as an example was absolutely critical as most 
managers and employees did not take ownership of their own actions into account which initially 
made the OHS launch a challenge.  Other OHS leadership skills that they suggested were critical 
was OHS knowledge, able to implement what they learned and most importantly being in a position 
to support the company with an open mind, seemed to be a struggle. Semi-structured focus group 
1 and 3 claimed that OHS leadership was imperative in decision making, training and providing 
safety feedback. They claimed that managers must have these skills as they must be in a position 
to apply their OHS leadership as there were many barriers in the QSR industry which the managers 
must be aware of and most importantly know how to handle. Semi-structured focus group 5 were 
of the opinion that most managers and employees were effective at their jobs and were supportive 
of the change, however they required introduction into the new concepts, the new OHS policies 
and procedures rather than being thrown into the deep end. They claimed that the managers that 
had great OHS leadership skills made the change swift and enjoyable, but those that did not have 
the right OHS leadership skills struggled and in the process demoralised the employees who then 
reacted negatively. Pilot group 3 commented that in the QSR industry, the age of managers was a 
real concern. It seemed that the managers were younger and for them to display authority was 
difficult as most employees fell in the similar age band to the managers. The level of decision 
making ability of these young, inexperienced managers were questioned from a maturity view point 
– the fact that they were indecisive and were not able to identify and correct mistakes was 
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questioned. This made the tasks of the restaurant managers harder, as not only did they have to 
deal with younger employee base but also younger managers whose ability did not match the 
accountabilities. Some had the right idea of how to lead but were not in a position to maintain their 
OHS leadership skills at a consistent level. Due to their age, the young managers at times engaged 
in horseplay themselves, which than caused other disciplinary issues – such as not following any 
safety procedures. Pilot group 1 claimed that the key aspects of OHS leadership, such as taking 
ownership, communication, commitment and ability to influence change were the issues that the 
QSR industry had to deal with on a long term, however with solid senior management team, it was 
likely to change provided the focus was on OHS. 
 
 
Theme 9: Corporate Culture and Organisation Behaviour  
 
Pilot group 1 argued that initially when OHS was launched in NSW, Hungry Jack’s was not in a 
position to adapt the OHS requirements as thought.  The planning around the launch may have 
been slightly premature as the company was not prepared from an educational viewpoint. Initially, 
the employees were not informed about the changes that were being launched – therefore no buy 
in from the employees at large. Should this had occurred at the grassroots levels first, the results 
would have been slightly different, as identified during the data gathering stages. From a financial 
viewpoint, the percentage of insurance cost to sales turnover was not significant hence the 
company neglected the OHS requirements and focused on reactive actions. The other issue that 
the group mentioned was the fact that when new OHS procedures were introduced, managers 
were not consulted; therefore the emphasis on rolling out new OHS procedures or commissioning 
new equipment was not relevant. Other issue that they faced was when major issues were reported, 
the company did not react to it with urgency, and hence the risk of injury exposure was high. Pilot 
2 and 3 agreed that the change in safety culture and behaviour was pushed from both ends, top 
down and down up.  This was a significant change that occurred in 2005, two years after the launch 
of OHS was launched as the company saw the benefits of OHS at work.  Pilot group 3 commented 
that OHS Training was also the driver of the corporate change and the senior manager 
accountabilities were highlighted in all training sessions – the younger managers and employees 
went back to work and shared the learning with their teams which was also shared with senior 
managers. This pushed for discipline and opened lines of communication at work. Semi-structured 
focus group 1 and 2 added that the most significant change they observed was the engagement of 
the senior managers with the safety committees. They were interested in the findings, and the 
corrective actions. Similarly, the focus on OHS reports and the fact that OHS was a KPI that was 
reported weekly at the management meeting also changed the corporate culture and behaviour 
towards safety in general. Semi-structured focus group 3 claimed that Hungry Jack’s had a long 
way to go, despite positive outcomes. They claimed that managers were still reactive to a certain 
extent and should be more aware of OHS in general. Semi-structured focus group 4, 6, 10 and 11 
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claimed that OHS training was the key in changing the corporate culture, but the issue was that 
there were no follow up conducted by the line managers therefore the risk was that OHS could slip 
backwards if Hungry Jack’s lacked the emphasis.   
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Chapter 5  
 
Safety Culture, Safety Climate and Safety Leadership - Is it reality or rhetoric! 
 
 
This chapter offers an examination of safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership of the 
case study organisation, Hungry Jack’s in NSW. The chapter aims to compare and contrast the 
impact these OHS elements have on both people and the organisation as a whole. To illustrate the 
discussion, semi-structured focus group data is utilised together with the literature surrounding 
these OHS elements to identify and understand these OHS concepts and their applicability in the 
workplace. It is apparent that the practice of OHS is pivotal in any work setting, regardless of the 
size of the organisation. The NSW OHS Act 2000 explicitly stipulates that every employer must 
have an effective OHS safety management system to educate and control the risk of injuries in the 
workplace. The core of this chapter is to critique the safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership literature and suggest how these OHS elements may affect the outcome of the OHS 
implementation strategies at work and to discuss if are they reality or rhetoric. The chapter further 
explores the models of safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership and critiques the 
literature surrounding OHS to determine the authors’ views are on the subject from a theoretical 
perspective, further comparing it to the actual practice in the case study analysis based on the 
outcomes of the semi-structured focus group discussions as outlined in chapter 4. 
 
The terms safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are quite often used in industries in 
Australia, and have somewhat become a universal idiom of reference to OHS practice in some 
portions of industry. The probability of the terms being misinterpreted or virtually misunderstood, 
and perhaps applied carelessly may be high. Similarly, the correlation injuries have to safety 
culture, safety climate and safety leadership is analysed fully in this research, comparing the 
findings from the case study. Guldenmund (2000, p215-257) in “The nature of safety culture: a 
review of theory and research” suggests that although safety culture and safety climate are 
generally acknowledged to be important concepts, not much consensus has been reached on the 
cause, the content and the consequences of safety culture and safety climate over the past twenty 
years. Moreover, there is an overall lack of models specifying the relationship of both concepts with 
safety and risk management or with safety performance. On the other hand, organisations that do 
have safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership most probably may not necessarily have 
a lower incidence of injuries because they are more likely to report injuries more accurately. 
Guldenmund (2000) further argues that in the last two decades empirical research on safety culture 
and safety climate has developed considerably, but that theory has not been through a similar 
progression. Although most of the research was conducted according to the familiar routines of 
social science, especially social and organisational psychological research, little consensus had 
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been reached on the different aspects commonly associated with a concept of safety culture within 
this discipline. For instance, while the importance of the concepts of safety culture or safety climate 
was stressed by most authors, very few had attempted to support their claim by reporting an 
indication of its construct validity or predictive validity. Whether managers and employees actually 
understand the concepts underpinning safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership was 
investigated in this research. Perhaps there are reasons to presume that safety culture and safety 
climate may be one and the same, confusion based on the actual interpretation of the terms and 
applicability is discussed at length below.  One can further dispute the fact that there is a strong 
interdependency between these three OHS elements, as noted during the semi-structured focus 
group discussions. These are some of the critical analysis that are examined in this chapter to 
exemplify the extent of the arguments, from both theoretical and practical perspective. 
 
Safety culture 
 
As OHS must be at law a substantive facet of any business process, the chapter’s discussion is 
used to demonstrate how these three OHS elements have been demarcated and analysed by 
various authors. To stimulate discussions, semi-structured focus group data, the literature as well 
various workplace discussions and observations are examined to identify their dependability, 
applicability and relevance to OHS in general. According to the semi-structured focus group 
discussions held at Hungry Jack’s in Sydney with senior executives on the 25th of September 2008, 
there seemed to be some confusion as to the difference between safety culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership in general. During the semi-structured focus group discussion, it was 
acknowledged that the senior managers in New South Wales (NSW) were not accustomed to these 
OHS concepts, and each had their own perceptions of how these concepts were represented in 
the organisation. Similar thought processes were noticed amongst other senior managers in The 
Australian Capital Territory (ACT), Queensland (QLD), Victoria (VIC), Tasmania (TAS), Northern 
Territory (NT), Western Australia (WA) and South Australia (SA). The data from the semi-structured 
focus group discussions examined in chapter 4 suggests that the three OHS elements perhaps 
may not be commonly known in the workplace, as much as it should. The outcome of the analysis 
based on the themes are detailed in chapter 6. According to Guldenmund (2000), in the 1970’s 
much research was undertaken under the title of organisational climate, which naturally resulted in 
several debates on the concepts (Example: James and Jones, 1974; Jones and James, 1979; 
Glick, 1985; and De Cock et al., 1986). Gradually during the 1980’s, the term culture replaced 
climate in this type of research. Hence, the development of these concepts had been successive, 
rather than parallel. Hopkins (2006) in “Studying organisational cultures and their effects on safety” 
suggests that an alternative is for researchers to immerse themselves in one or more organisations, 
making detailed observations about activities and drawing inferences about the nature of the 
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organisation’s culture, commonly using the ethnographic method. For this research, Hungry Jack’s 
NSW is utilised as a case study to understand and examine the impact of the three OHS elements 
at work. According to Hopkins (2002) in “Safety Culture, Mindfulness and Safe Behaviour: 
Converging Ideas” indicates that major workplace incidents can be frequently traced to failures of 
safety management systems (SMSs). This raises the question whether safety culture is the result 
of implementing a safety management system, or if safety culture is the convergence of a safety 
management system and organisational focus on safety in its entirety. Reason (2000) in “Beyond 
the limitations of safety systems” claims that the inherent limitations of safety systems may matter 
less if organisations can develop a robust safety culture. Does this mean that safety culture is rather 
more important than safety management system or for this matter; safety leadership perhaps is 
investigated at length in this chapter. Further, this research has investigated whether safety culture 
can be written and taught in the workplace or is it influenced by behaviours driven by OHS 
leadership. The data gathered during the semi-structured focus groups discussions, leaned more 
towards a combination of factors, highlighted in chapter 4 as commons themes. Consequently, it 
will be useful to understand how the OHS jurisdictions view safety culture or OHS safe practices at 
work which primarily is safety management system driven. These approaches are discussed in 
detail below.   
 
There are various definitions of safety culture as indicated above, and in many cases organisations 
have adopted their own versions and the interpretations of the term. The arguments drawn on by 
Reason (2000) demonstrate confusion as to what safety culture is in general – only a theoretical 
construct perhaps. One would suggest that safety culture has more to do with standards and 
systems and can be influenced by an organisation as it is directly related to organisational values 
and peoples’ behaviours, as identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions at 
Hungry Jack’s. If the desired behaviours are not reflected by the operational systems, policies, 
procedures and processes, then management are in a position to take action. Hopkins (2002) 
confirms that accidents can be traced to the lack of safety management systems in the workplace. 
Hudson (1992) also suggests that only after an organisation has passed a certain stage of 
development in its focus on safety can it be said to have a safety culture. This research questions 
the validity of Hudson’s claim and links Hudson’s (1992) findings to that in this research. Hudson’s 
view may have weight as it merely resembles the research finding at Hungry Jack’s discussed 
below. 
 
The research was designed to better understand safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership and the impact it had on the organisation. Therefore, the relevant issue was whether or 
not safety culture was linked to the development of the safety management system in the workplace 
as stated above. This is the central argument in this chapter. As well as whether has safety culture 
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more to do with personal attitudes and behaviours of groups and individuals: Furthermore is the 
creation of a beneficial safety culture the result of changing these behaviours based on 
presupposed outcomes, and are these linked to safety policies, procedures and processes of the 
workplace is discussed in this research. Surely these attitudes and behaviours, whether acceptable 
or not are based on the safety management system in the workplace, which is managed and 
influenced by the organisation, meaning management’s effort in the promotion of OHS. 
Guldenmund (2007) in “The use of questionnaires in safety culture research – an evaluation” 
stresses that safety has been explained through nine separate processes that together encompass 
the safety management systems (SMSs) of an organisation. Guldenmund (2007) explains these 
processes as: 
 
1. Risks.   
2. Hardware design and layout 
3. Maintenance 
4. Procedures 
5. Manpower planning 
6. Competence 
7. Commitment 
8. Communication 
9. Monitoring and change 
 
Hudson (1992) is of the opinion that policies developed at the organisational level have the capacity 
to shape the organisational context and working conditions of the group and individual levels and 
therefore also attitudes within the organisation – one of the key points that was highlighted by the 
Pilot group 1, 2 and 3 and further debated by the semi-structured focus group 5, 6 and 10. 
Guldenmund (2007) is of the view that safety climate (attitude), and safety culture are not separate 
entities but rather different approaches towards the same goal of determining the importance of 
safety within an organisation - An interesting distinction.  Further, Guldenmund (2007) expands 
these processes listed above to: 
 
1. Organisational level  
2. Group level; and to 
3. Individual level   
 
According to the semi-structured focus group discussions held at Hungry Jack’s across NSW in 
2008, as well as in the other States where Hungry Jack’s operates, it was evident that the 
employees were of the view that safety culture was managed by the organisation. They argued that 
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it was the managers that implemented OHS safety culture at the workplace, described as a 
significant factor in establishing effective OHS practice in the workplace by the employees. Hopkins 
(2002) confirms that social scientists insist culture in general and safety culture in particular, is a 
characteristic of groups, not individuals. Further, organisations may have multiple cultures and 
cultures may overlap and fragment into subcultures, but always one is discussing the 
characteristics of a group or subgroup, not an individual. However, there is a strong argument that 
suggests it is critical to have a uniform safety culture in an organisation, a key factor that was also 
discussed by the semi-structured focus groups. The semi-structured focus group discussions as 
highlighted in this research had strongly viewed the need for management to create and implement 
a uniform safety culture throughout the organisation, as they felt that Hungry Jack’s had sub 
cultures that affected the way OHS was viewed. Hopkins (2002) view on the formation of 
subcultures is also valid, however as Guldenmund (2007) suggests it is the organisation that must 
be in control of establishing the right safety culture in the workplace first. The argument was that 
the formation of subcultures may develop into group think, which would deviate from the 
organisation template, creating divergent views on safety – strongly evident during the semi-
structured focus group discussions across NSW at Hungry Jack’s restaurants during the initial 
stages of this research. Nevertheless there is a tendency in management circles to slip into seeing 
culture as an individual level phenomenon. Further, Hopkins (2002) is of the opinion that Cooper 
(2000) sees this as a crucial distinction. Cooper (2000) claims that the main differences between 
such definitions appear to reside in their focus on the way people think, or on the way people 
behave. Perhaps the best known definition of safety culture, “the way we do things around here” 
(Deal and Kenney,1982) is clearly behaviour focussed. Moreover, Hofstede (1997) after discussing 
whether it is better to focus on values or practice in defining safety culture concludes that “shared 
perceptions of daily practices should be considered to be the core of an organisations culture”.  The 
debate is further enhanced by Esso Australia, after the explosion at the Longford Gas plant in 1998. 
It draws on an interesting implication contrary to Hopkins’s (2002) and Reason’s (2000) thoughts 
on safety culture and argues that “safety is about a mindset; it is something which the individual 
must cultivate twenty four hours a day... it starts at work and extends beyond the workplace”. This 
further raises question as to how can an organisation change the mindset of the employees? The 
same notion was challenged by the semi-structured focus group discussions held with senior 
restaurant managers in Canberra on the 3rd of September 2008 where they argued that changing 
employee mindset was not an easy process. Further argued that employee behaviour was linked 
to socio economic factors, such as the cultural environment of the locality. These managers were 
alluding to the fact that Canberra was heavily driven by workers’ compensation mentality; therefore 
changing mindset was a challenge they had to deal with daily. To substantiate the argument, these 
managers also referred to the sick absence records for the period of 2007 to 2008 where it was 
noted on average two staff called in sick daily, reasons provided to management would vary from 
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minor aches and pains to generally feeling unwell.  Furthermore, they claimed that regardless of 
how much safety training these employees were provided with their level of contribution to safety, 
or for that matter maintaining safety culture was at a minimum, an example of how sub cultures 
impacted the overall safety culture at work. Pilot group 1, 2 and 3 added, employee culture on 
worker’s compensation varied all across the states. Generally, the city restaurants had a lower case 
of injuries compared to the suburban restaurants – a key fact discussed in detail in chapter 6. 
 
One of the significant points of this research is to see whether mindsets can be influenced through 
constant reinforcement. It may be possible if an organisation has a solid safety management 
system and safety culture, but that is not enough. It was evident at Hungry Jack’s in NSW prior to 
the implementation of the OHS programs pre 2003, where the employees were not involved in any 
safety initiatives in the workplace. Consequently, there were high numbers of injuries pre 2003, not 
only in Hungry Jack’s NSW, but across all Hungry Jack’s businesses in Australia.  The question 
whether this process is effective, meaning the employees are expected to cultivate this behaviour 
on their own, or whether the organisation is responsible for cultivating the change in behaviour to 
create safety culture. Hudson’s (1992) claim is valid as it strongly resembled the process Hungry 
Jack’s NSW had to go through in order to change the safety culture. Surely if the behaviour is to 
be changed, there needs to be some guidelines that are mandatory in the workplace. Guldenmund 
(2007) in “The use of questionnaires in safety culture research – an evaluation” rightly explains the 
nine separate processes that encompass safety management system as stated above. The 
inference from the Longford explosion is that attitudes and behaviours are influenced by safety 
culture, which predominantly is based on the safety management systems, documented OHS 
processes that form the mandatory guidelines of OHS practice at work – a strong research finding. 
The basic foundations of the safety management systems were based around Guldenmund’s 
(2007) nine separate process. Guldenmund (2007) explains that part of the safety management 
systems is the role management have in establishing these safety practices in a workplace. 
Guldenmund (2007) claims that supervisors often explain justification and apply higher 
management policies to and on the work floor and are therefore responsible for the notions that 
exist among the workers about its management. Guldenmund (2007) and Quinlan (2001) further 
argue that when policies are not put into operation, employees develop other notions about safety 
then when they are. For instance when policies are “sold” as compliance to the workforce, the main 
message becomes to obey and therefore please the boss. Guldenmund (2007) states that this 
relationship between the organisation, group and individual ideas and values are quite important, 
but a somewhat underdeveloped field in terms of research. The analysis of the semi-structured 
focus groups discussions noted in chapter 4 alluded to the fact that OHS policies and the lack of, 
were noted as part of the issue of why the young employees ignored safety in the workplace. 
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Secondly, despite the managers inexperience, there were no safety policies to refer to which 
deviated the focus of these younger managers. 
 
During the semi structure focus group discussion (Pilot 1, NSW Sydney 12 August 2008) it was 
confirmed that all the middle line managers of Hungry Jack’s in NSW were of the view that safety 
culture had a strong correlation to safety management systems – one would not work without the 
other. Keep in mind that these are middle line managers who work on the ground day in day out 
and were not safety experts as such. According to Guldenmund (2007), safety management 
systems are critical in establishing safety culture. To a certain extent, Guldenmund (2007) may be 
correct, however there are missing links between safety culture and safety leadership. This 
research had observed that safety leadership was the driver for safety culture. Safety leadership 
established the right practices and behaviours that the workplace required in order to set the right 
tone for safety culture as noted during the semi-structured focus group discussions. How 
management realigned its operational values was the key. Further, it was interesting to note that 
the literature conveyed the fact that managers were totally responsible for their people and their 
actions and also assumed that all managers were safety experts. In practice, this was not 
necessary the case as seen through the eyes of these employees at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. The 
data analysed shows the level of misconception the literature has when it comes down to people’s 
behaviours towards OHS. There is a huge difference between theory and reality, in a work setting 
such as the QSR industry, the factors at play discussed in chapter 4 impacts the outcome of safety. 
Whilst managers may have the workplace knowledge of differentiating a low level risk, which was 
generally learned on the job, they did not necessarily have the right safety knowledge or the 
expertise as discussed in chapters 3 and 4 above. It then signals a relatively effective foundation 
of safety culture in the workplace. Safety management systems are only a guideline or the 
benchmark of safety performance expectation at work. The argument was further debated by 
Hungry Jack’s junior managers in Western Sydney (Pilot 3, 19 August 2008), who were convinced 
that safety culture undoubtedly, was the first step and had to be driven by the organisation and not 
by the individual. These junior managers were not safety experts, but were the designated safety 
officers who dealt with safety on shift daily and had the practical experience to observe and express 
their thoughts on how the safety management systems impacted employee behaviour. Whilst there 
were certain behaviours of employees and customers, for that matter which managers needed to 
be aware of, these behaviours and mindsets was influenced by the practice of OHS in the 
workplace – practice before culture, meaning rules and guidelines were written first and were 
uniform across the business. Hopkins (2002) takes a rather softer approach and that is creating 
the right mindset among the frontline workers is not a strategy which can be effective in dealing 
with hazards about which those workers have no knowledge and which can only be identified and 
controlled by management, using systematic hard identification procedures. Hopkins (2002) further 
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suggests it is the management culture, rather than culture of the workforce that is relevant. This 
literature review exposes Hopkins and other authors’ confusion as to the relationship between 
safety culture, safety climate, safety management systems, safety knowledge, OHS responsibilities 
and most importantly safety leadership which is discussed in detail below in the chapter. In the 
context of OHS, safety culture is of absolute significance and where safety culture is questioned, 
the priority is in setting up the safety culture in an organisation.  
 
According to this research, safety culture is a two way street, however it was the organisation that 
had the most impact on safety standards, procedures and policies that were used to educate the 
workforce. The semi-structured focus group discussions from Hungry Jack’s as well as senior 
management engagement observed during this research clearly identified the role each 
stakeholder had: that was, the organisation and its employees had in safety, distinct roles and 
responsibilities with the view of creating an effective safety culture, driven by safety leadership 
which was a management responsibility.  According to the literature and the semi-structured focus 
group discussions, organisations that do not have a firm safety culture are bound to face attitudinal 
challenges from the employees, which were observed at Hungry Jack’s during the data collection 
stage. Hudson (1992) and Guldenmund (2007) believe that the challenge however is to engage 
the employees to accept the safety systems and assist with the transformation of safety culture in 
the workplace. Hudson (1992) and Guldenmund (2007) both claim that good organisations are 
focused on safety and use their safety management system as a training tool to educate and up-
skill employees on risk identification, proactive actions and reporting. Given the current discussion 
on safety culture, the change of employee behaviour cannot occur without effective training – 
training employees to understand safety risks and actions that eliminate the risks at work. A key 
point that was driven by the employees during the semi-structured focus group discussions at 
Hungry Jack’s. Reason (2000) point out that in order to implement effective safety culture, it is 
critical that employees understand what safety is and the expected level of safety awareness in the 
workplace. Provided employees had the relevant safety knowledge, with a strong safety 
management system reinforced and motivated by management influence, safety culture eventually 
should become active in the workplace. But that was only the first step. The most important aspect 
was to ensure that the employees were engaged in the program and were using the safety tools to 
maintain workplace safety culture which was driven by safety leadership: Managers are the 
creators of the workplace environment. Hence the argument in this research was that safety culture 
was effective when the safety management systems were utilised as a driver of OHS in the 
workplace. Without the safety management system, it was hard to qualify the effectiveness of OHS. 
Most importantly, Hudson (1992) and Hopkins (2002) validate their arguments to suggest, if 
managers do not display a solid safety leadership practice, then safety culture was bound to fail. A 
good example of this argument was at Hungry Jack’s NSW pre 2003, where there was a lack of 
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safety management systems and OHS leadership in the company. As a result, safety leadership 
was not practiced at the level it should have as there were no safety guidelines and safety 
disciplines to follow. The safety knowledge of these managers and employees were at a minimal 
standard which was a reflection of the injury rates as well as the workers’ compensation insurance 
premiums for the period, discussed extensively in chapter 6. Further, since safety culture was at its 
lowest, little emphasis was given to risks and no actions were taken to improve the safety standards 
of the restaurants. A review by the OHS consultants, John Owens Group on the 1st of July 2008 
revealed that since the implementation of the safety management systems in Hungry Jack’s NSW 
in 2003, the reduction of injury rates by 75% was an indication that safety culture was in motion in 
NSW. This was also shared by the semi-structured focus groups, who witnessed a change in the 
number of incidences at work. Further, there was also a reduction on workers’ compensation 
insurance premium, comparing 2003 to 2008, where a reduction of the cost of workers’ 
compensation insurance premium of 50% was observed, as confirmed by Hungry Jack’s NSW 
hence, senior management’s focus to initiate the OHS program nationwide in all the Competitive 
Foods [CFAL] businesses in Australia. On the other hand, the introduction of safety training as well 
as safety checklists was also a contributor to the results as noted above. In 2005 the decision was 
taken to roll out the safety management systems in all states and territories of Australia where 
Hungry Jack’s operated which also extended to the other businesses that Competitive Foods 
Australia (CFAL) owned and operated. The research findings are discussed in detail in chapter 6 
below. 
 
Schein (1992) provides a rather useful summary of what various authors have intended by culture: 
observed behavioural regularities, group norms, espoused values, formal philosophy, rules of the 
game, climate, embedded skills, habits of thinking, shared meanings and root metaphors. Some of 
this focuses on values, in the way that the Esso Australia (1998) does, however others stress 
behaviour as the key element of safety culture. The argument is further confirmed by young Hungry 
Jack’s employees during semi-structured focus group discussions (Pilot 3, NSW 19 August 2008) 
stating prior to joining the organisation, they lacked safety knowledge considerably and were 
positioned to take risks due to their unformed attitude on safety in general, whether at work or not. 
Without any workplace standards to follow a positive safety culture does not exist. It is also reflected 
by knowledge and being conscious of safety. The young employees that partook in pilot 3, NSW 
19 August 2008 openly debated the fact that safety management systems have influenced their 
workplace behaviours and safety culture was a result of learning what safety management systems 
were. “It consists of rules and regulations - you either play by the rules or faced the consequences. 
The managers are the implementers of these rules to ensure the safety management systems are 
followed religiously”. They were also of the view that management have the total control in 
implementing OHS standards in a workplace.   
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Authors such as Guldenmund (2007), Reason (2000), Hudson (1992) and Hopkins (2002) claim 
that influencing safety culture is a challenge that management need to administer as part of their 
daily functions of operations. As indicated above, the first step towards the implementation of safety 
culture is having the right safety management system. How the managers’ displayed their attitudes 
and behaviours on safety culture are the determining factors of how well safety culture is in praxis. 
It is apparent that safety culture is totally dependent on the organisation, management 
accountability and its workforce. It is a three way collaborative process. From the semi-structured 
focus group discussions held with senior management at Hungry Jack’s during the business review 
in 2007 and in 2008, the most probable action was incentive based performance, followed by 
performance management and providing adequate feedback to employees on safety performance. 
The idea was to implement the ‘stick and carrot’ approach towards transforming the safety culture, 
incentivising performance. Initially, the thought on this approach was seen as a narrow view in the 
implementation of safety culture.  Incentives are effective, but may be a short term fix. Further it is 
questioned whether these managers saw the long term benefits of establishing safety culture in the 
workplace. Whilst it is accepted that incentivising safety was the best way forward, managers need 
to be aware of its negative impact on safety culture. Targets based performance, such as key 
performance indicators (KPI) is a good way to change the mindset, if implemented correctly, 
however, it does have its down falls. This approach is discussed below. Some authors have written 
on safety culture with the observation that all organisations operate the same; apply the same 
principles and the outcomes of safety culture are the same. Highlighted in this research is that the 
QSR sector has its own challenges and despite what these authors refer to in theory has a different 
implication in the QSR industry or for any other industry for that matter as noted in chapter 3. The 
literature assumes all employees including management have similar thoughts, practices, 
behaviours and attitudes towards safety. Whilst people may have the same attitude on safety in 
general, workplace influence, cultural upbringing, society, global change, education, and personal 
experiences affects behaviour or the way people think. For instance, if an organisation is dedicated 
to employee safety as part of its main core values, it will eventually influence the transformation of 
safe behaviours by the employees, provided it is consistently managed – a relevant point that was 
identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions. 
 
A major issue with safety in the QSR sector is that it predominantly employs young employees, 
most of who are at school or engaged in some form of tertiary education. Some take their 
occupation seriously, using the QSR sector as a stepping stone in building a career in hospitality 
and retail in general. The systems and process of QSR sector are defined to the functions and the 
products it sells. It is further defined by client expectations, who expect good quality food, 
reasonably priced in a clean food safe environment. Young employees are recruited at a low wage 
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to provide the service the company markets, working odd hours meeting the demands of the QSR 
sector and the company’s brand standards. The volume of sales turnover is usually enormous, 
(averaging somewhere between 5000 to 12000 customer transactions per week - figure 
extrapolated in December 2008, Hungry Jack’s NSW) therefore these young employees not only 
have to exhibit multiple skills which they become skilful at as part of the job in managing customers, 
but are subject to follow precise procedures at an expedient level to produce and sell the products 
quickly and cheaply, but not necessarily safely. Some of the experiences these young employees 
gain are invaluable – from workplace disciplines such as respect, teamwork, honesty, hard-work, 
motivation, time management and leadership to life-long skills which are business related such as 
customer service, administration skills, workplace safety and the other dynamics of business. For 
most of these employees, being their first job, the skills they learn with respect to OHS and self-
discipline is most important. Though the challenge the QSR sector face is the fact that age and 
experience of both, management and employees are a contributing factor in establishing effective 
safety culture in the QSR sector which are highlighted below.  Therefore the attraction to work in 
QSR is high, not only do these young employees earn a livelihood but they gain valuable 
experience, make friends enabling them to use the skills to build a career, both within QSR sector 
and externally.   
 
The assumption is that most young employees who join the QSR sector are not aware of OHS and 
safety culture, at least not to the level that is required under the NSW OHS Act 2000 as they lack 
the workplace experience, age wise and the understanding of OHS practices. Not only was this 
confirmed by the semi-structured focus group discussions that was held in Hungry Jack’s in NSW, 
QLD, VIC, ACT and in SA, but through the author’s personal experience, working in the QSR sector 
in Australia as well as being involved with young people at University of Western Sydney (UWS). 
In principle, one would argue that safety culture is critical in changing the behaviours of the 
employees’, however the QSR sector faces numerous challenges in transforming the safety culture 
and most importantly maintaining it, as shared in chapters 3 and 4. Age and experience of 
management and employees have been highlighted in this chapter. Other challenges such as time 
to train, high employee turnover, irregular working schedules of employees and management, 
workplace demands, for example the restaurants are extremely busy throughout the trade, high 
expectations from managers to maintain a healthy business, shortage of employees, inconsistency 
in following procedures, sales and profitability focus, unrealistic sales and profit targets, top down 
approach and non-involvement of employees or lack of ownership with regards to safety in the 
workplace are a few to mention which were highlighted as areas of concern during the semi-
structured focus group discussions. Whilst is it agreed that safety culture is driven by the 
organisation, and the employees are equally responsible, the research will further evaluate the 
hypothesis that safety culture cannot be implemented without a solid safety management system 
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or without solid safety leadership driven by senior management. The semi-structured focus group 
discussions held with managers at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, ACT, QLD, VIC, SA and WA in 2008, 
who are the experts in their own field of QSR have confirmed that to change employee behaviour, 
the company required a solid safety management system that provided the mandatory safety 
guidelines. These include all operational OHS policies and procedures.  
 
Difference between safety culture and safety climate 
 
In this section of the chapter, it is questioned whether safety culture is the same as safety climate 
or whether there is a considerable difference in approach. Hopkins (2000) agrees that there is 
confusion between the terms, hence he reluctantly uses the terms “safety culture” and “culture of 
safety” interchangeably. For instance, it is said that climate is a manifestation of culture (Mearns et 
al., 2003), that climate is directly measurable, whilst culture is too abstract to be measured directly 
(Mearns et al., 2003), and that climate refers to the situation at a particular point in time while culture 
refers to more enduring phenomena (Hale, 2000). Some writers see climate as referring to attitudes 
and culture to behaviour (Guldenmund, 2000). Hale (2000) claims that part of the confusion is to 
do with language. Whilst safety culture has been treated as largely synonymous with safety climate 
in empirical research literature, Hale (2000) suggests that the two terms have been in conflict for 
supremacy and the trend has been for “culture” to gain ground at the expense of “climate”. It is 
evident the confusion is in the use of terms, hindered by definition and the applicability of these 
concepts in the workplace.  Guldenmund (2000) in “The nature of safety culture: a review of theory 
and research” explains that in the 1970s, much research was undertaken under the title of 
organisational climate, which naturally also resulted in several debates on the concept. Gradually, 
during the 1980s, the term culture replaced the term climate in this type of research.  Hence, the 
development of these concepts has been successive rather than parallel. Jones and James (1979) 
discuss climate which they describe as a set of perceptually based psychological attributes. To 
separate climate from job related attitudes and satisfaction, the descriptive and cognitive nature of 
psychological climate is stressed and contrasted with the affective and evaluative aspects of 
attitudes. They nevertheless conclude that between the two concepts a dynamic interrelationship 
might be assumed. This distinction between the descriptive and affective attributes is highlighted 
by Schneider (1975) in terms of perceptions of organisational practice and reactions to those same 
practices and procedures respectively, although he acknowledges that it is quite difficult to 
distinguish the two. On the other hand, Ekvall (1983) emphatically distinguishes organisational 
climate from culture.  He divides an organisation’s social system into: (1) organisational culture, 
that is beliefs and values about people, work, the organisation and the community that are shared 
by most members within the organisation; (2) social structure, i.e. especially the informal 
organisation; (3) organisational climate; that is, common characteristics of behaviour and 
 75 
 
expressions of feelings by organisational members; and (4) work relationships, especially the 
nature of the relationship between management and employee. Ekvall (1983) confirms that all four 
segments are mutually related but distinguishable. Whilst the various authors have strong views 
on the difference between safety culture and safety climate, there is little mention of what the 
differences are and how the concepts are linked to safety leadership – which is discussed below in 
the chapter.  Similarly, there is lack of acceptance that safety management systems are related to 
both safety culture and safety climate. It is also interesting to note that safety leadership is yet 
another OHS element to have been given a lesser emphasis in the argument.   
 
Mearns (2003) is of the view that safety climate can be measured but safety culture is too abstract 
to be measured. From a practical view point, it can be argued that this view lacks depth. It is clear 
from the semi-structured focus group discussions held at Hungry Jack’s in NSW, where the NSW 
restaurants were measured for a change in safety culture for a period of 5 years, from 2003 to 
2008. All respondents that participated in the semi-structured focus group discussions noticed 
progressive change in the safety culture in the company in NSW. This “culture’’ was primarily 
achieved by employee behavioural change – general attitude towards safety. The change in safety 
culture which was influenced by safety leadership, as well as training and development, workplace 
assessments, effective communications and various other management tools which not only saw 
the change in employees’ behaviours at work, but also impacted positively on injury rates and the 
workers’ compensation insurance claims and in turn the related annual workers’ compensation 
insurance premium. As a result, in 2008 Hungry Jack’s executives made a conscious decision to 
implement OHS best practice in all states and territories of Australia. From this analysis, it can be 
concluded that Mearns’ (2003) arguments certainly do not apply to Hungry Jack’s in NSW, however 
the question that remains unanswered is, to what extent were the results linked to safety leadership 
which is discussed at length in chapter 6. 
 
Respondents to the Pilot 3 semi-structured group discussion, on the 19th of August 2008 consisting 
of junior managers and employees seemed to be favourable towards having the right safety 
management systems which lead to the discussions of safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership. The younger employees were not aware of the term safety climate, however 
interestingly, they did enquire whether safety climate was after the implementation of safety culture 
which was devoted to the measurement of safety culture. This perception was partially debated as 
some argued that safety climate was probable when there is a presence of safety culture, whether 
negative or positive. On the other hand, semi-structured group discussion held on the 20th of August 
2008 were of the view that safety culture and safety climate were critical in changing the workplace 
behaviours to which all agreed. However, they claimed that it was the safety leadership that made 
the difference – driven by the managers, arranged and influenced by the organisation – a significant 
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point of discussion. Interestingly, senior managers were also of the opinion, headed by the CEO 
during the interview with the OHS consultants that safety culture was critical in changing the 
perceptions of the employees on injury management. This was a common point of discussion in all 
states and territories of Australia where Hungry Jack’s operated, the leaders of change 
management being the restaurants in NSW. The results of the implementation of the organisational 
safety culture is discussed at length in chapter 6, however it is vital to flag the fact that change in 
behaviour as discussed above takes time and intense training, coaching and mentoring. To the 
employees, who were part of the semi-structured focus group discussions held in NSW in 2008, 
safety culture was directly related to behaviour hence safety leadership was a management 
function that had to be driven from the top. Similar discussion was voiced by the semi-structured 
focus group discussions that were held with managers in the other states and territories of Australia 
where Hungry Jack’s operated. Once again it was evident that safety culture was the wide spread 
term used to denote OHS attitudes. Hale (2000) suggests that the two terms have different linguistic 
consequences and the confusion might be avoided by talking of the “cultural influences on safety” 
which in no way pre-supposes a positive attitude to safety and invites empirical research on the 
extent to which a culture is indeed safety focussed. Hale (2000) is of the view where culture exhibits 
a strong emphasis on safety it be referred to as a “culture of safety”, a relatively unambiguous term. 
Hale (2000) claims that the term “safety culture” is now so ingrained that there is no alternative but 
continue using it and to cope with the confusion. Glick (1985) in Guldenmund (2000) considers the 
distinction in terms of applied methodology, particularly because the two concepts stem from 
different disciplines. Glick (1985) argues that research on organisational climate developed 
primarily from a social psychological framework, while culture is rooted firmly in anthropology. 
Evidently, both disciplines contribute different research paradigms, the former a more quantitative 
approach, while the latter uses mainly qualitative techniques to study its research objects. 
Moreover, research on culture is much more focussed on the dynamic processes at work in an 
organisational culture, continuously creating and shaping it. In addition, Glick (1985) considers 
culture research as succeeding climate research. Although initially distinguishing climate from 
culture, Glick (1985) concludes that the minor substantive difference between safety culture and 
safety climate may prove to be more apparent than real. 
 
Despite these arguments, from an OHS practitioner’s perspective the complexity surrounding the 
terms provides some insight as to what the differences are, if any. At the outset, it is acceptable to 
relate these to behaviours. From the semi-structured focus group discussions held in NSW, ACT, 
QLD, SA and VIC at Hungry Jack’s as well as the OHS discussions that were stimulated in these 
States with senior managers, it is clear that behaviour is closely associated with organisational 
culture. If the culture is driven correctly, then the behaviour displayed reflects the culture – also 
pointed out by the young employees at Hungry Jack’s. Gonzalez-Roma et al (1999) are of the view 
 77 
 
that the idea of a safety culture is predated by an extensive body of research into organisational 
culture and climate, where culture embodies values, beliefs and underlying assumptions, and 
safety climate is a descriptive measure reflecting the workforce’s perceptions of the organisational 
atmosphere. Cox and Flinn (1998) reviewed some of the arguments and concluded that in terms 
of operationalizing the concepts into a measurement tool for managers, safety climate was the 
preferred method when psychometric questionnaire studies were employed as the measurement 
instrument. Further, Hale and Hovden (1998) are of the view that safety climate can be regarded 
as the surface features of safety culture discerned from workforce’s attitudes and perceptions at a 
given point in time. On reflection, one would conclude the authors, Cox and Flinn (1998), Hale 
(2000) and Hovden (1998) have confirmed the argument that safety climate is the measure of 
safety culture and has a distinctive purpose. It is a snapshot of the state of safety providing an 
indicator of the underlying safety culture of a work group, plant or organisation. 
 
Schneider and Gunnarson (1991) conclusively agree with Cox and Flinn (1998) and suggested if 
this concept is to be effectively translated into an operational measure for safety, then a number of 
questions need to be addressed. What are the key features of a good safety culture that can be 
assessed by a climate measure?  There are various key features that accounts for a positive climate 
measure which are highlighted in this chapter. Several key features have been noted in chapters 
1, 2, 3 and 4 for the same. Some of the key measurements of safety culture are injury rates, injury 
reporting, training and development, injury costs, workers’ compensation insurance premiums, 
near misses, safety audits, safety inspections, action plans, OHS policies and procedures, 
housekeeping standards, signs and symbols, employee engagement programs such as risk 
reporting and recording, safety meetings and most importantly, employees knowledge of the OHS 
program. These form the foundations of the safety culture measurements which dictate the safety 
culture of the workplace, analysis and outcome of the research is presented in chapter 6.   
 
Further to the above, these can be regarded as generic features of the safety culture which may 
be specific to certain companies and industries. According to this research and literature reviews, 
regardless of the nature of the industry, the key features of safety culture is likely to be the same 
in every industry What needs to be understood is that despite the key features of safety culture 
being the same, the implementation of safety culture and the challenges in the implementation of 
the safety culture may be totally diverse as it varies from industry to industry, and within the industry, 
each business unit has its own challenges to consider. Every organisation has own internal factors 
that affect the way work is organised and managed which was discussed at length in chapters 3 
and 4. Management need to be aware that safety culture is not a one size fit all phenomena. Every 
organisation has specific challenges, environment, people and systems to deal with. It is therefore, 
evident that these features are indicative of the state of safety, for instance they relate to the other 
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safety measures such as accident rates, causation and lost time etc as discussed above. Flin, 
Mearns, O’Connor, Byrden (2000), in “Measuring safety climate: identifying the common features” 
write that recent academic interest in the measurement of safety climate, has resulted in a 
proliferation of assessment instruments, typically in the form of self-reporting questionnaires 
administered as large-scale surveys in different sectors principally the energy industries, but also 
in manufacturing and construction.  Arguably the lack of a unifying theoretical model in this area is 
a reflection of the state of development of this field where an inductive rather than a deductive 
approach is in operation.   
 
Van Hoewijk (1988) in Guldenmund (2000) describes organisational climate as a term comprising 
several correlating views, habits and the atmosphere, but the concept of organisational culture 
remains undefined, although there are several convergent and divergent views from various 
authors. With growing discussions on safety culture and safety climate, the definitions require 
clarification so that the terms can be applied aptly in the workplace. It was evident during the semi-
structured focus group discussions held at Hungry Jack’s where managers displayed a lack of 
understanding of these terms, reasons for which are discussed below. Guldenmund (2000) argues 
that Hofstede (1996) narrows organisational climate down to job satisfaction and to something that 
is typically the concern of lower and middle managers. As mentioned above, the lack of 
management’s understanding of how safety culture and safety climate is applied, meaning how to 
create the safety culture was one of the pitfalls of increased risks and injuries at work. The general 
attitude from the semi-structured focus group discussions held in NSW with junior managers on the 
19th of August 2008, 26th of August 2008 and 1st of September 2008 suggested safety culture or 
safety in general was “checklist based’’, as long as a checklist was completed, safety culture was 
in place in Hungry Jack’s. The same thought process was also exhibited by the senior managers 
who were in charge of these restaurants in NSW and in the other states and territories where 
Hungry Jack’s operated. On routine visits to the restaurants, the focus was on checking to ensure 
the operational checklists were completed, how they were completed was not relevant. Whether 
the employees understood the consequences of not checking safety factors fully was not 
questioned by the managers. These were also identified during the launch of OHS management 
systems at Hungry Jack’s in QLD, SA and in VIC in between 2007 and 2008, a flaw in the business 
all across.    
 
There are arguments that support the fact that the QSR sector in Australia, certainly in Hungry 
Jack’s NSW, was challenged with multiple barriers as mentioned above, amongst managers and 
employees, the likes of age, maturity, employee turnover and communications that the company 
has to contend with but the underlying issues at hand were that the OHS legislative guidelines were 
not abided by and most importantly the junior employees were exposed to risks. Further, these 
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managers were promoted from within, therefore the knowledge was learned on the job and at many 
times, these managers were young and lack the maturity and experience in managing young 
employees. Without proper external experience and exposure to mainstream management, these 
managers were institutionalised to the organisational practice which made them comfortable in their 
own working environment. Relative to the argument was also their education level. Having worked 
in the business as young employees themselves and being promoted from within the ranks, 
sometimes these managers accept the notion of “the way we do it here” syndrome, clearly labelled 
as one of the factors that affected the safety culture as discussed during the semi-structured focus 
group discussions in 2007 and 2008.  The other point to note was most senior managers did not 
see insurance costs, such as workers’ compensation insurance premiums as a significant cost to 
the business. During the semi-structured focus group discussions with these managers, it was also 
noted that in many cases, the injuries were not seen as an indication that safety culture and/or 
safety climate were not established in their respective states and territories. It was an accepted, 
unquestioned norm. Rather senior managers complained about the level of work required to meet 
the organisational safety guidelines. They were of the opinion that safety culture was unnecessary 
and not required in the business. Initially, they were reluctant to implement the safety management 
systems. When questioned, it was evident that these senior managers were not aware of the 
consequences of failing to provide a safe workplace at law in particular.  
 
Whilst Hofstede (1996) has made a clear distinction between the terms, in an actual workplace 
such as Hungry Jack’s, there is an element of confusion as discussed above. De Cock et al (1986) 
attempted to distinguish organisational climate from culture. They argued that organisations are 
characterised by a coherence of numerous processes. Organisational climate then is the 
perception of this coherence by all the members. On the other hand, organisational culture is the 
underlying meaning given to this coherence, which forms a pattern of significance and values. 
Schein (1992) conceives climate as preceding culture that is, climate is culture in the making.  
Further on, Schein (1992) argues that “climate will be a reflection and manifestation of cultural 
assumption”. Climate is replaced by culture and culture then conveys a broader and more profound 
meaning. Schein (1992) has a valuable argument on how he perceives the relationship between 
safety culture and safety climate. This research is of the view that in OHS, safety culture and safety 
climate are two distinctive mechanisms of OHS implementation. One is the manifestation of the 
OHS program, known as safety culture and the other is the measure of the OHS program which is 
safety climate. Guldenmund (2000) states that initially the term organisational climate might have 
signified the broad construct envisioned by researchers but, successively it has been restricted to 
attitudinal or psychological phenomena with an organisation, which is how it was initially 
operationalized. Climate was replaced by the term culture, which nowadays has this 
comprehensive meaning formerly covered by the term climate.  Guldenmund (2000) points out that 
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within the field of safety culture and safety climate research, both terms are notably still in use. 
Berends (1995a, 1996) considers culture simply a replacement of climate.  Other authors however 
restrict themselves to the term safety climate and consider this to be the “psychological” or 
attitudinal climate with regard to safety within an organisation.   
 
Guldenmund (2000) concludes the term organisational climate was coined to refer to a global, 
integrating concept underlying most organisational events and processes. The concept is referred 
to by the term organisational culture whereas the term organisational climate has come to mean 
more the overt manifestation of culture within an organisation. Therefore, climate follows naturally 
from culture or, put another way, organisational culture expresses itself through organisational 
climate, apparent from the way in which both concepts are currently operationalized and assessed 
– assuming of course, that the particular researcher still distinguishes the two.  Organisational 
climate is commonly conceived as a distinct configuration with limited dimension which can be 
surveyed through self-administered questionnaires. Such measures are, up to a certain point, 
objective and semi-quantitative, however it is not clear if it works. Guldenmund suggests that 
organisational culture is often determined by phenomenology that is through observations and 
interviews, through trial and error, mutual comparison and the like. Such measures are regarded 
as qualitative and thus difficult to quantify. Guldenmund (2000) argues that organisational climate 
assessment shows a lot of similarity with attitudinal measurement.  Further, Guldenmund (2000) 
suggests that attitudes are conceptually defined as “a psychological tendency that is expressed by 
evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favour or disfavour’’. Within this definition 
evaluating refers to “all classes of evaluative responding, whether overt or covert, cognitive, 
affective, or behavioural” (Eagly and Chaiken 1993) or given by the aggregated attitudes of its 
members. He continues to suggest that amongst attitude theorists it is commonly assumed that 
beliefs are in some sense the building blocks of attitudes (Eagly and Chaiken 1993). Projecting this 
assumption on the current discussion of organisational culture and climate, certain strong 
organisational beliefs could be associated with organisational culture. Or put in another way, certain 
beliefs or better still dogmas or convictions, form the core that is associated with organisational 
culture. Similarly, this distinction can be applied to safety culture and safety climate, with the latter 
denoting attitudes to safety within an organisation and safety culture being the strong convictions 
or dogmas underlying safety attitudes. These latter beliefs do not have to be specifically about 
safety, but underlie all organisations’ attitudes. 
 
Whilst the authors (Guldenmund 2000, Eagly and Chaiken 1993, Schein 1992 and Berends 1995a 
and 1996) dictate that there are numerous surveys written to capture safety climate in recent times, 
the question of whether any have been implemented and analysed is not known.  The literature is 
in constant discussion as to what is safety culture or for that matter safety climate however the 
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discussions do not provide conclusive results as to how these are measured in the workplace. At 
the beginning of this research, the discussion on safety climate was debated to see if the executives 
at Hungry Jack’s understood the measurement of safety culture. As these managers are the 
implementers of OHS, they mentioned that the best measure was to conduct a survey to see how 
the employees felt about OHS implementation in the workplace. In the initial semi-structured focus 
group discussions with the managers held in NSW, these managers were of the opinion that the 
best measure was to discuss the topic with various groups from different demographics to ascertain 
what impact safety has had on them.   
 
Ironically, the concepts have been discussed from a theoretical perspective, yet the dialogues have 
been debated for years. The managers in the semi-structured focus group discussion held on the 
19th of August 2008 and on the 26th of August 208 with 17 Trainee Managers in Western Sydney, 
overtly debated the fact that safety can be measured in the workplace, however it was up to the 
organisation to create the safety culture in order to measure the respective outcomes. Essentially, 
safety culture and safety climate are not the same in any organisation. It is also apparent that the 
surveys have not been applied in a variety of organisations, such as a cross sectional number of 
industries to assess what effects these have and how they influence workplace behaviour in 
different industries, including QSR sector in Australia and what factors affect the outcome. During 
the research at Hungry Jack’s, it was identified that there were many varied factors that influenced 
safety culture and safety climate. For instance, to illustrate the argument employee age as indicated 
above, played a critical role in implementing safety culture and safety climate. It can be further 
explored that the business operation itself – fast paced environment is also a contributing factor 
that impacts on safety. Further, many of these employees are in temporary employment, as high 
as 94.50% of these employees in Hungry Jack’s NSW work on a part time bases, working hours 
range from 9 hours per week to 30 hours per week. Hence challenging for management to maintain 
a robust safety culture and safety climate as identified during the semi-structured focus group 
discussions. Without conclusive results, it is difficult to understand how the concepts really work, 
therefore extensive discussions and actions were monitored and measured at Hungry Jack’s to 
qualify the concepts at work. Given the service sector is growing in Australia, safety culture and 
safety climate have not been surveyed and measured in the QSR industry by the authors named 
above. As a result, this research has been undertaken to validate the key elements of OHS and 
compared how the outcomes of the key elements from Hungry Jack’s NSW have impacted the 
company and its employees which are discussed at length in chapter 6. Relevant to the argument 
is the focus that the QSR sector in general, including mainstream retail attracts growing numbers 
of youth entering the workforce. Most workplace surveys are conducted in industries other than 
QSR, and one would have thought that QSR industry may be an interesting area of research to 
explore why behaviours in OHS are questioned amongst young employees. Perhaps it is directly 
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related to culture, be it organisational or individual. This research has uncovered may factors at 
play in the QSR industry, confirming the need for better workplace education and training, given 
the current economic climate. Further O’Dea and Flin (2003) suggest that safety culture and safety 
climate is also influenced by factors internal to the organisation. They claim that cultural artefacts 
such as mission statements, organisational goals and values are likely to impact on the entire 
organisation, not just one aspect of it. These are discussed below.  However, they are unlikely to 
have a particularly powerful impact on the priorities of senior management, their commitment to 
safety, the importance given to statutory compliance and to the styles of leadership. It raises a 
significant discussion, what comes first, the organisational culture or is it the safety culture, or can 
it be said that safety culture is part of the organisational culture. Perhaps, this is the reason why 
managers and employees claim that safety culture is an organisational responsibility, which was 
the common theme identified during the semi-structured focus group discussions.  
 
Guldenmund (2000) in “The nature of safety culture: a review of theory and research” claims that:   
 
1. The concepts of safety culture and safety climate are still ill-defined and not worked out 
well; 
2. The relationship between safety culture and safety climate is unclear; 
3. There is considerable confusion about the cause, the content and the consequences of 
safety culture and climate, that is the cause of safety culture and safety climate has not 
been addressed seriously.  There is no consensus on the content of safety culture and 
safety climate, and the consequences of safety culture and safety climate are seldom 
discussed; 
4. There is no satisfying model of safety culture nor safety climate; 
5. The issue of the level of aggregation has not received the attention it warrants. 
 
It is clearly that the confusion between the terms still exists in the QSR industry in Australia. Despite 
extensive literature on the topic, it is obvious that the definitions may not be understood in the 
industry as one would expect. It can also be argued that organisations such as QSR businesses 
may not have promoted safety culture, hence the lack of understanding of the terms. The other 
issue that has been highlighted is that the discussions on safety leadership may not be understood 
by the QSR managers themselves, therefore unprepared to execute the OHS legislative 
requirements. Guldenmund (2000) has raised five interesting arguments. The research now 
questions whether managers at Hungry Jack’s really understand the difference between safety 
culture and safety climate, not that it is expected by the industry. However to have the knowledge 
of safety culture and safety climate may assist in the implementation of a safe workplace in the 
QSR sector. After all the discussions has been on the lack of safety knowledge displayed by these 
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managers at work. The research further questions whether managers are primarily speculating the 
difference rather than knowing exactly what the difference is. The validity of their claims flags further 
exploration of the issues.  
 
The role of safety leadership 
 
Safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are not the daily talking points. This may be 
due to the fact that the elements of OHS are not clearly understood and exposed at Hungry Jack’s 
to the level it perhaps should have been. During the semi-structured focus group discussions in 
NSW and the ACT, it seemed that the concepts were not known, however when explained and 
discussed at the interview, the employees both junior and senior leading up to senior management 
based their thoughts on behaviours rather than contributing factors associated to the three areas – 
safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership. The observations noted may be an indication 
that employees and management were aware of the risks and the outcomes, however due to the 
nature of the business, which was predicted on fast turnover of customers; these factors were not 
taken into consideration when performing the job.   
 
The semi-structured focus group discussions in NSW as well as in VIC, QLD, SA and ACT where 
employees who felt that there was relatively high demand for the work to be completed on time, 
indicated the lack of OHS culture. With such work pressures, there was a high probability for 
employees and managers to short circuit procedures, such as cleaning hot equipment or working 
unsafely. According to Fitzgerald (2005) in the article IChem Journal, “Safety Performance 
Improvement through Culture Change”, achieving exemplary safety performance requires more 
than attention to systems and procedures.  More and more companies are pushing culture change 
as the key to delivering and sustaining safety improvement.  He argues that in order to achieve 
culture change, it is vital that the right issues are tackled, but culture is complex and it can be 
difficult to have confidence with regards to what is the right kind of intervention. The challenge at 
one end of the spectrum is to change mindset and help organisations see that safe working is 
achievable – thereby enabling them to drive rapid improvements. At the other end, the challenge 
is to break out of the roller coaster zone of fluctuating safety performance. Generally the discussion 
is how employees’ fail to abide by workplace policies and procedures rather than a critique of the 
practice of safety in the workplace from a leadership perspective. Ke and Wei (2008) in 
“Organisational culture and leadership in ERP implementation” suggest when OHS systems conflict 
with an organisation’s culture, resistance behaviour will result: The system will be rejected, 
sabotaged or modified to match the existing culture. On the other hand, there is a strong body of 
opinion suggesting that culture can be consciously designed and manipulated by leadership. When 
leadership is referenced in safety discussions, the factors that impact leadership is no different from 
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organisational leadership. Hence the research elevates the argument as to what OHS leadership 
is.  
 
O’Dea and Flin (2003) in “The role of managerial leadership in determining workplace safety 
outcomes” believe the majority of leadership research was focussed on outcomes such as 
productivity, profit, sales turnover and employee satisfaction as their criteria, whilst few studies 
have viewed safety as a criterion for measuring leadership effectiveness and so are other factors 
that underpin safety leadership. Vecchio-Sadus and Griffiths (2004), in “Marketing strategies for 
enhancing safety culture’’ suggest that OHS is by and large considered to be an important aspect 
of the workplace environment, however, it competes with other priorities and effort is required to 
keep it at the forefront. They argue that in some businesses, OHS programs are not traditionally 
viewed as part of core business, as noted in the research at Hungry Jack’s and as a result OHS is 
not widely considered to be a serious discipline. Hence the managers struggled to understand the 
significance of OHS in the workplace, clearly noted as a significant point in the case study analysis 
in this research at Hungry Jack’s NSW. The authors propose to look for synergies, opportunities 
and beneficial relationships that exist between the business and OHS and to provide tangible 
evidence of their impact. They claim that the challenge is to develop strategies to deal with a diverse 
cross-section of people so that OHS is viewed as a value-adding function that contributes directly 
to the success of the business. Employees must be reminded constantly of the consequences of 
poor risk management on themselves, their colleagues, their family and most importantly the 
organisation. Safety leadership starts from the top; therefore it is senior management responsibility 
to implement the strategies of safety leadership and sell to all employees, which establishes safety 
culture. The semi-structured focus group discussion held at Hungry Jack’s in 2007 and 2008 with 
junior and middle line managers in NSW, ACT, QLD, SA and VIC suggest that both levels of 
managers had little knowledge of safety leadership, if any, rather they referred to OHS processes. 
Some of the reasons were discussed above, however, the most integral part of the research was 
to observe the fact why these managers lacked knowledge in safety leadership. One of the growing 
concerns in the QSR sector was the average age of these managers as indicated. Over the past 
twenty years in NSW at Hungry Jack’s, the average age of a manager had reduced significantly 
which was a common and growing trend in the QSR sector in Australia. In November 2008, the 
average age of a manager working at Hungry Jack’s in NSW was 24 years old, compared to 2003 
at 29 years old, a reduction of 18% over a 6 year period. Further, the disadvantage was the lack of 
OHS knowledge these managers had and the ability to take full responsibility for their actions. To 
a certain extent, training of these managers did not start till late 2003, where they were made aware 
of the OHS risks at work. In addition, the business pressures of retaining sales and profitability also 
hindered these managers from taking full accountability for their own actions. As a result, changing 
the safety culture was a challenge. In NSW alone, to establish a working safety culture was not an 
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easy task at all. As indicated in the semi-structured focus group discussion held in Sydney CBD on 
the 26th of September 2008, the restaurant managers were of the view that safety culture was 
extremely hard to retain due to employee turnover, as well as the maturity of the managers – 
despite some authors claimed that safety culture was easily maintained. Even with safety 
checklists, these managers used the document as a task list, rather than applying the checklist to 
upgrade employee knowledge. Vecchio-Sadus and Griffiths (2004) are of the view that selling OHS 
to senior management is a common challenge for most OHS professionals. Further, cascading 
OHS knowledge down the hierarchical chain is generally faced with various factors such as external 
and internal influences some examples being - management commitment to safety, management 
focus on safety, knowledge, resources, finances, planning and OHS jurisdictions etc. However a 
major obstacle remained the understanding of why OHS was critical in the workplace.  This was 
noted as a common factor during the semi-structured focus group discussion.   
 
Senior management have a sole focus on production and operations without necessarily seeing 
how OHS was an integral part of production. OHS professionals must sell the positive benefits of 
OHS to senior management; however, this process was not as easy as noted in the literature in 
chapter 3. One effective strategy is to demonstrate how OHS can enhance production or operations 
by reduced injuries, increased efficiency and communication or even reduced employee levels. By 
demonstrating a positive cost benefit, the OHS professional is more likely to gain senior 
management support for the implementation of OHS systems and safety culture too. Vecchio-
Sadus and Griffths have raised a valid argument on the subject.  In the period of 5 years (2003 to 
2008) at Hungry Jack’s, OHS implementation improved the overall OHS performance of the 
company in all states and the territories, both in workers’ compensation insurance premium and 
reduced injury rates, however initially, it was a challenge to change the mindset of senior 
management on the subject.  
 
Seldom do managers know how and why safety leadership impacts workplace behaviour, 
consequently, the discussion is on a “blame culture” rather than understanding and investigating 
how to improve safety leadership. There also seems to be a missing link between safety leadership, 
safety culture and safety climate.  Hopkins (2006) points out that it is sometimes said that the key 
cultural change is leadership and that safety cultures or generative cultures can most easily be 
brought about by installing leaders who have the appropriate vision (Westrum, 2004). Most 
managers in the semi-structured focus group discussions held in all states and territories in 
Australia where Hungry Jack’s operated did not see the relevance of OHS systems in the 
workplace. Initially, they saw the introduction of OHS as a hindrance or a time waster. When 
questioned why these managers had negative attitude, the response indicated that the injury rates 
had improved and the managers did not have the time to complete OHS functions. They also 
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believed that each employee was responsible for their own actions. Some blamed senior managers 
for not setting good examples in the workplace, therefore these managers were not obliged to 
enforce the safety standards. Others blamed the senior managers for setting unrealistic sales and 
profitability targets, which meant fewer employees working on shifts to keep labour costs down. 
Being a manager, they did not see themselves as being effective, as they were also performing 
employee functions at the same time. Due to work targets and pressures, the easiest way out was 
to accept unsafe behaviours by completing the tasks quickly, so that they would not be questioned 
by their reporting managers. In some cases, these managers also claimed OHS was not given the 
priority that it should, therefore they felt that OHS was not as important. In other cases, these 
managers also discussed the when employees were injured at work, there were neither any 
disciplinary actions nor any useful investigations to find out how the injury occurred. If the 
organisation does not make OHS an important focus point, giving the same level of emphasis like 
sales and profitability, success in the retention of safety culture throughout the organisation will 
always be limited.   
 
Vecchio-Sadus and Griffiths (2004) strongly recommend to market OHS successfully, it must be 
relevant, and extend beyond ensuring mere compliance. The reasons often cited for the prevention 
of illness and injury are ethical, moral, legal, social and financial. These authors dispute the fact 
that knowledge about hazards at the workplace and the causes of incidents can form a basis for 
prevention.  In 2003, OHS policies, procedures and processes were introduced at Hungry Jack’s 
in NSW to mandate the senior managers on workplace safety. A further two years was spent on 
monitoring the safety management systems to ensure that all employees and managers were 
aware of the program. In many cases, it is necessary to provide motivation and publicity to 
encourage them to continue to take an active interest in maintaining their own health and safety 
and that of others as discussed in the semi-structured focus groups during the research. Various 
approaches were used to create and reinforce an atmosphere of health and safety behaviour, and 
point out the benefits for employees as well as the organisation of adhering to working practices 
that promoted this – such as weekly meetings with key employees, notes on notice boards, pictures 
to convey risks, nature of injuries and causes, examples of injuries in the workplace, OHS articles, 
safety targets, rewards for best practice, OHS policies and procedures, high risk areas, PPE 
requirements and calling employees to report risks. Ke and Wei (2008) claim that leadership is 
about the leader’s ability to mobilize followers towards a particular goal. A review of the literature 
reveals that there are as many definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted 
to define the concept. Based on behavioural types, leadership can be categorised into transactional 
leadership or transformational leadership – two key principles, however there are many others.  
Both these is discussed at length below.   
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NSW worked on setting the right examples for their employees in the restaurants. They were 
provided with the appropriate training in behavioural management, delivered by senior 
management support to reinforce the safety that was required in order to change the safety culture 
at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. Further changes were made to the operational standards such as 
recruitment, where the new and existing employees were advised of the expected behaviours at 
work and importantly, their commitment to OHS was monitored throughout their shifts. These 
behaviours were linked to their annual appraisal. The results of these analysis is written in chapter 
6. Methods such as reporting culture were also introduced, to allow these employees to report any 
risks to the shift managers, alerting them of their legal and moral accountability at work. Employee 
engagement programs such as weekly safety meeting were also introduced to allow employees 
discuss safety issues. Most importantly, employees were also advised of upcoming safety updates. 
Monthly results of the safety audits that were conducted in each restaurant were also posted so 
that the employees were aware of the results. Coinciding with the results were safety courses that 
were conducted in the restaurant for the employee on a monthly basis. In addition, monthly focus 
groups were also organised to allow employees time to discuss procedures that they thought were 
a hindrance at work. This also allowed the managers to discuss safety culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership. Further, restaurants with no injuries were rewarded. Likewise, restaurant with 
high levels of injuries or lower safety audit scores were spoken to. The introduction of discipline 
worked effectively as every employee were made aware of the fact that Hungry Jack’s NSW was 
taking safety, OHS in general very seriously, therefore over time and with continued reinforcement 
the employees and managers conformed to the safety standards. One would argue that the OHS 
results achieved in Hungry Jack’s NSW may have been due to the practice of transactional 
leadership or was it a carrot and stick approach, may be a combination of both. The semi-structured 
focus group discussions held with the senior executives on the 10th of October 2008 at the Hungry 
Jack’s Office in Sydney, as part of the quarterly business review confirmed that the safety standards 
in the restaurants had improved significantly. The observations consisted of the standards of the 
restaurants had improved, employees were displaying positive safety behaviours and most 
importantly, the injury numbers had reduced significantly over the 3 year period, from 2005 till 2008. 
This was backed up by the safety audit results as well as the OHS consultancy report compiled by 
Allan Bruce Risk Management (ABRM) consultant showed drastic change in injury management 
statistics for NSW. Further, the insurer reports presented also showed positive change in the 
workers’ compensation insurance premiums for the last 3 years. These findings are discussed in 
chapter 6. Ke and Wei (2008) further claim that by contrast, transformational leaders are those who 
are capable of having profound and extraordinary effects on followers by the force of their personal 
abilities. Based on followers’ emotions, transformational leaders motivate their followers to efforts 
that go above and beyond the instrumental returns promised and delivered by transactional 
leaders. Thus, the closer the relationship between transformational leaders and followers is based 
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on trust and commitment than on contractual agreement. Examples of transformational leadership 
include the leader providing a sense of vision, challenging the status quo and providing stimulation 
and inspiration. To demonstrate Ke and Wei’s views on leadership, the implementation of OHS at 
Hungry Jack’s was effective from a restaurant based perspective, where employees were involved 
in the creation of the safety culture, however the issue was that initially management did not see 
the relevance of OHS practice from a business view-point.  As discussed above, the managers saw 
OHS as a hindrance rather than an effective tool of leadership. Rather than displaying effective 
OHS practice, leading their teams to be safe at work, they were oblivious to risks. The semi-
structured group discussions held during the data gathering stage of research showed that the 
senior managers at Hungry Jack’s were not at a level to practice either leadership style which is 
discussed below in the research. This was confirmed during the semi-structured focus group 
discussions held throughout Hungry Jack’s in NSW, ACT, QLD, VIC and SA. Even the semi-
structured focus group discussion with senior executives on the 19th of September 2008 in Sydney 
failed to reason how the company implemented safety leadership. This may mean that Hungry 
Jack’s was not aware of what safety leadership was, or it may be totally focused on business 
priorities such as sales and profitability as O’Dea and Flin (2003) have pointed out. Perhaps the 
managers’ perceptions of safety leadership as discussed above may be correct.  Just like safety 
culture and safety climate, safety leadership is yet another OHS element that has been in 
development in recent years and the upsurge of interest post workplace disasters such as the Esso 
Gas plant explosion. Brown and Holmes (1986), Dedobbeleer and Beland (1991), O’Dea (2002), 
Simard and Marchand (1994, 1995, 1996) all support the view that the safety leadership process 
figures in the formation and maintenance of safety culture and safety climate and the reduction in 
workplace incidents. From a theoretical perspective, the literature expostulates what safety 
leadership is, however the most important factor of how to implement safety leadership seems to 
be an area that needs further development in the QSR sector. 
 
Although much research purports to investigate safety leadership, in fact most of the studies are 
focussed at the supervisory levels; however, there seems to be a growing interest to examine the 
role senior managers’ have on occupational safety outcomes and leadership. Senior managers 
play a critical role in safety leadership, however, whether these managers are dedicating focus to 
safety is discussed below.  Hopkins (2006) in “What are we to make of safe behaviour programs’’ 
claim that management behaviour is almost always a factor contributing to accidents. Hopkins 
(2006) argues that corporate funding decisions, what it is that managers attend to and the example 
they set are crucial determinants of organisational outcomes of all sorts, including accidents. 
Similar discussions were observed during the semi-structured focus group held at Hungry Jack’s 
in QLD on the 15th of October 2008 whereby the managers suggested that senior managers must 
dedicate attention to safety in the restaurants. They suggested that senior managers must work 
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with junior managers and educate them on safety behaviours, such as no running in the 
restaurants, throwing objects, lifting incorrectly, observing employee performance and setting the 
right examples to the employees on shift. Hopkins (2006) and Guldenmund (2000) argue that many 
commentators suggest unless safe behaviour programs can include the behaviour of managers 
they will be relatively ineffective, in part because they will be missing crucial contributory factors, 
but also because they will be resisted by front line employees because of what they will see as an 
unfair focus on their behaviour. In 2003, Hungry Jack’s NSW made a conscious decision to start 
an OHS training program for all the line managers. By the end of the 2003, 24 OHS training courses 
were presented in Hungry Jack’s NSW to ensure all managers were trained on the OHS 
requirements, both on the OHS Act 2000 as well as the company’s vision on safety management 
systems in NSW, an initiative to change safety culture in 2003. A further one to one discussion was 
held with 33 restaurant managers to ensure they understood the OHS requirements, OHS policies 
and procedures, as a state-wide objective to align the initiative with the OHS vision of Hungry 
Jack’s, utilising Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW and ACT as a case study. These restaurant 
managers were requested to hold employee meetings to discuss and seek feedback on the launch 
of OHS in the workplace. 
 
Semi-structured focus group discussions held on 26th of August 2008 in Sydney at Hungry Jack’s 
State Office where seventeen trainee managers shared how they perceived lack of safety 
leadership displayed by senior managers in the workplace impacts employees’ behaviour. Since 
joining Hungry Jack’s, (Average length of employment of 6 months) these trainee managers 
observed senior managers played a key role in implementing OHS standards in the workplace. 
Senior managers were not setting the right examples at work, at times turning a blind eye to safety 
procedures. By conducting this research, it was noted that safety culture was influenced by many 
variables that perhaps can be controlled and addressed at work. For instance, during the semi-
structured focus group discussion held at Hungry Jack’s on 26th of August 2009 at the Sydney State 
Office, it was noted that safety leadership to a certain degree was in practice due to safety targets 
that senior managers had to achieve – no cases of incidents. If safety targets were used to influence 
change, then safety leadership was far from being a reality in the workplace, or could it be argued 
that safety targets was a step forward in implementing safety leadership. Safety targets can have 
both, positive and negative impact on employee behaviour. Whilst safety targets have shown 
positive behavioural change in the workplace, senior managers need to be aware that behavioural 
change must be reinforced by education. Constant reminder that safety is critical in any work setting 
brings employees attention that safety must be part of the work that is produced. Safety targets are 
an indication of how the business has performed. Good safety result does not mean that safety 
leadership is in practice. As it was observed in Hungry Jack’s NSW in 2003, when safety targets 
were introduced, the injury rates in the first year reduced by 33%, however during the same year, 
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it was also observed that managers were under reporting cases of injuries. From the semi-
structured focus group discussions, it was clear that safety targets also caused other challenges 
such as accidents were processed as sick days rather than injuries. In some cases, it was 
suggested that employees were also requested to use personal medical care for work related 
injuries, rather than being processed as a workplace incident. Initially in the research, it was difficult 
to qualify whether safety targets impacted safety leadership, however it is noticeable that since the 
introduction of safety focus in Hungry Jack’s in 2003, the injury rates have significantly reduced 
over a three year period, whether this was due to safety targets or not is discussed below. The 
question was further explored with the semi-structured focus group held on the 1st of September 
2008 in Sydney where eight senior staff members from the Sydney CBD district participated in the 
discussion. The response on safety leadership varied considerably, as each employee had a 
different perspective and understanding of safety leadership. Whilst all believed that senior 
managers played an important role in safety, they were passionate that safety leadership was about 
storytelling - sharing information, perhaps not evident in Hungry Jack’s at the time. They believed 
all managers regardless of seniority must be involved in sharing safety examples and work together 
with the employees in changing the safety culture. It was suggested that they need to be consistent 
in their message despite how busy the business was, and must set positive examples in the 
workplace. It was also observed that senior managers’ during their routine visits must utilise their 
time to engage with the employees and share positive and negative experiences so that safety 
becomes a natural action that was acted upon without reminding employees of their own actions. 
Neal, Griffin and Hart (2000) in a study involving 525 hospital workers in Australia found evidence 
to support a model in which employees’ attitudes to general organisational climate represented by 
a number of management variables including praise and recognition, goal congruency, role clarity, 
supportive leadership, participative decision making, professional growth and professional 
interaction exerted a significant impact on safety climate. They claim that the study confirms that 
safety climate in turn was related to employees’ self-reported compliance with safety regulations 
and participation in safety related activities. It further demonstrated that evaluation of the safety 
climate appears to be made within the context of the general organisational climate which is driven 
by safety leadership. They argued that the interventions designed to improve general organisational 
climate may have a positive impact on safety climate. Similarly, the semi-structured focus group 
discussion held on the 12th of August 2008 in Sydney with the managers from central Sydney 
Hungry Jack’s district confirmed the position that safety leadership starts with senior managers. It 
was the senior managers that exert the influence on safety in the workplace. Just like attitude 
influences behaviour, senior managers had the ability and the autonomy to change the attitudes in 
the workplace. If they are focused on safety, typically the rest of the team will follow. The discussion 
questioned whether changing attitudes is directly linked to safety leadership, meaning that it’s 
enough to retain the safety culture. Safety leadership goes beyond OHS compliance. It is linked to 
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workplace practices such as motivation, rewards and recognition and ownership. There are many 
other elements of OHS that are intertwined to leadership in general.  For example: recruiting the 
right employee with the right cultural fit – attitude and aptitude. Perhaps senior managers lacked 
the influence on OHS initially at Hungry Jack’s simply because the introduction of OHS was not 
seen as critical as sales. Further discussions with senior managers in SA during 2008 also 
confirmed that management were not ready to adapt to the growing needs of OHS requirements in 
the business.  
 
Hofmann and Stetzer (1996), in a study conducted at a US chemical processing plant found that 
employees’ perceptions of safety climate were predicted by their perceptions of the actions of 
management. It seems that management engage in certain actions to which employees attach 
meaning, which guides their behaviour. Similar findings were reported by Diaz and Cabrera (1997) 
in a study of employees from three Spanish airport ground handling companies. They identified 
three key dimensions of safety leadership; company policy towards safety, management 
commitment to safety and perceptions about the organisation’s philosophy regarding safety versus 
production priorities.  In fact, these dimensions were able to discriminate between organisations 
with different levels of safety. The studies highlighted that organisational climate is a 
multidimensional construct that encompasses a wide range of individual evaluations of the work 
environment. Diaz and Cabrera claim that these are strongly related to attitudes of management 
and factors which are under the direct control of management such as communication, 
participation, safety policies and procedures, work pressures and safety activities – a relevant 
discussion that related directly to this research. General organisational culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership are shown to exert a strong impact on an individual’s motivation to achieve work 
outcomes and provide a context in which specific evaluations of the importance of safety are made. 
In search for the right solution, it must be highlighted that the literature generalises management 
responsibility when discussing safety leadership. The point that needs to be discussed and defined 
is what and who is management, is it the CEO, the first line manager or the middle managers or is 
it the supervisor that influences OHS in the workplace. As far as the OHS Laws are concerned, any 
person with accountability of managing the business is directly responsible. May be this is a 
function that is driven top down. The semi-structured focus group discussions held at Hungry Jack’s 
NSW on the 19th of August 2008 in the inner Western Sydney, the managers questioned the 
responsibility of the organisation in relation to OHS and who was in charge of implementing the 
change. The arguments were based on the fact that there are multiple facets of safety leadership, 
elements of which were described during the discussion. The issue of communication which was 
hindered by productivity – profit before safety, or the carrot and stick approach. Restaurants were 
often busy therefore the communication was not as effective as all discussions on OHS were 
conducted in the workplace whilst the employees worked on their tasks. The level of concentration 
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and understanding was minimal, the focus being on customer service deemed more central for 
both the supervisor and the employee. The supervisor speaking about OHS took on board as a 
task to complete – a tick and flick mentality: For example, by employee being engaged verbally 
meant that the supervisor had completed a task. This justified the breakdown in safety leadership 
at work. It was apparent that safety leadership is critical in the workplace; however how safety 
leadership is practiced, perceived and influenced is to be investigated further. The literature on 
safety leadership seems to be directed towards other management functions that warrants further 
discussion and understanding. Given that safety leadership is paramount, the idea that safety 
leadership has a role in the workplace is critical to the success of OHS.  It is the managers that are 
responsible and must exert influence on the transformation of behaviour in the workplace. 
Successful leaders normally talk about storytelling as an element of leadership, that all leaders 
must be in a position to effectively administer, however storytelling is not enough. Indeed Denning 
(2005) is of the view that effective leadership utilises storytelling to change workplace behaviours, 
however knowing the right story to tell is only half the battle. He argues that the other half is telling 
the story right. Story telling is a performance art and the way a story is performed can radically 
change its emotional tone and hence its impact on the listener. Denning (2005) claim that a leader 
may have an excellent story to enlighten and may possess highly developed verbal skills to tell it, 
and yet perform poorly as a story teller because the story is told as a dull monologue, rather than 
interactively as a conversation. Denning (2005) further argues that a leader may have limited verbal 
skills but a firm grasp of the idea of reciprocity that lies at the heart of evidence storytelling, and so 
deliver a very effective performance. The arguments presented by Denning (2005) may be the 
answer to safety leadership. Often, literature looks at OHS from safety view point only, however 
leadership generally must be organisationally focussed as leaders are in control of organisational 
performance, safety being a facet of management. Leaders must be engaged in safety storytelling. 
This may be an avenue to change the behaviour of the employees by sharing safety performance 
of the business, highlighting strengths and weaknesses which may allow the employees take more 
ownership of their actions.   
 
Sharing OHS practices, both positive and negative attracts attention from employees, provided it 
is shared in the right context.  Warrack and Sinah (1999) claim that OHS should not be viewed as 
a separate function but as an integral part of productivity competitiveness and profitability. The 
argument is that managers do not see the impact OHS has on profitability. The issue is on short 
sightedness, whereby managers are focussed solely on sales and profitability from an operations 
view point only. But they are not responsible for such behaviour as this is the organisational culture. 
They do not see how OHS impacts the profitability of the business. This may mean that manager’s 
knowledge of profitability is narrow and it is up to the organisation to develop this scope. The semi-
structured focus group discussions at Hungry Jack’s also confirmed that its managers 
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demonstrated a sort of understanding of how OHS impacted on the overall profitability of the 
business. It was interesting to note that they all were of the opinion that insurers were responsible 
for the costs of injuries in the workplace. It was clear from this discussion that managers must be 
given full knowledge of how OHS impacts the business, both from productivity and cost view point. 
Warrack and Sinah (1999) explain that the basic elements of building a safer and healthier work 
environment are congruent with the criteria important to achieving excellence in quality and 
productivity. Such arguments suggest that safety and profit are not incompatible goals but 
complementary, and that safety and quality share similar drivers. Integration is the key. On the 
other hand, Petrick et al (1999) found that excellent global leaders are capable of balancing four 
competing criteria of performance: profitability and productivity, continuity and efficiency, 
commitment and morale, adaptability and innovation. According to Petrick (1999), this leadership 
style has been termed behavioural complexity and is directly linked with sustainable advantage. 
The challenge with Petrick’s view of safety leadership is that it may be remote from the reality of 
the workplace. Initially it was clearly identified during semi-structured focus group discussions at 
Hungry Jack’s that managers did not understand the concepts of safety leadership to the extent 
that one would expect. The semi focused group discussions conducted with senior employees of 
Hungry Jack’s on the 1st of September 2008 who were employed as Team Leaders in the 
restaurants in South Western region of NSW focussed on the fact that manager’s knowledge of 
safety leadership was inadequate. They lacked knowledge on two fronts. First, the fact that 
managers’ relied on OHS input from their superiors who at many times demonstrated lack of 
interest in OHS was problematic. One could say that the low interest levels perhaps were due to 
either the senior managers’ lack of knowledge in OHS and the other due to the focus on tasks, 
which stemmed directly from being operationally focused resulting in failure to question safety as 
a number one priority. This, in all the semi-structured focus group discussion, was a common 
theme.  All the participants voiced concern over operationally focused actions that they felt were 
the issue with safety leadership. In all semi-structured focus group discussions held at Hungry 
Jacks, during which over 1000 employees were spoken to from 2003 till December 2008 at different 
intervals from different locations, states and territories of Australia, it seemed that these employees 
were aware of the related factors that impacted on OHS in the workplace. All discussions were 
based around the fact how the company reduces the risk of injuries in the workplace. The data 
gathered were quite interesting as they directly and indirectly pointed out elements of OHS, such 
as training, safety committees to discuss risks, checklists, and management and employee 
involvement in creating a safe workplace, hiring the right people, providing the correct resources 
such as PPE etc. The argument in this research was that, given that safety culture, safety climate 
and safety leadership may be hard to qualify in a workplace, these employees knew some of the 
solutions to the issue. It was not known completely whether they really knew the solution, or 
whether the solution was part of the discussion that elicited the response. It may also be that these 
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employees’ were never requested for better ways to improve safety in the workplace. The research 
further identified that these employees were not involved with OHS discussions in the workplace. 
It was also learnt that senior managers were not asking the right questions to elicit workplace 
improvement.   
 
Perhaps one must question whether the authors reviewed above have industry experience or if 
they are skilled in implementing safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership: Alternatively if 
they are merely an outside third party viewing the process which has overlooked at the key OHS 
elements, maybe. This research has further elevated the question that many authors may be 
looking at a single issue associated with safety leadership, but it seems that there are many factors 
that affect the effectiveness of safety leadership in the workplace as identified during the semi-
structured focus group discussions at Hungry Jack’s, which may be particular to the QSR industry. 
As safety leadership has many other factors that are intertwined, namely ownership, workplace 
attitudes of both employees and managers, organisational attitude, safety polices, safety targets, 
commitment, training, trust, knowledge sharing, employee age, demographics and workplace 
behaviour to name a few that directly and indirectly impacts safety. According to O’Dea and Flin 
(2003), factors such as management commitment to safety, the priority they give to safety relative 
to production goals and the kinds of relationships they develop with supervisors and employees 
are likely to be strongly determined by such senior management attributes. These in turn will 
determine the relationships and styles of leadership further down the hierarchy. Perhaps one of the 
reasons why management at Hungry Jack’s were relaxed on safety performance was due to injury 
rates and costs, which relative to sales turnover were fairly low, in hindsight most probable. 
However, the argument was that the number of employees based on sales turnover matter, and 
that an injury was an injury regardless of the number of employees employed. If Hungry Jack’s 
sees itself as an employer of choice, then it must have the right organisational culture to create the 
brand. As indicated by the semi-structured focus group held with middle line managers on the 20th 
of September 2009 in the ACT, voiced the concern that they did not want a young employee injured 
due to senior management negligence. The fear was that at times, senior managers were reluctant 
to address issues that were classified as potential hazards in the restaurants primarily due to the 
costs, which sent a negative signal to the employees and the managers in the restaurant. O’Dea 
and Flin (20030 suggests that the supervisor employee relationships are associated with greater 
participation and involvement by the workforce and increase motivation for safety in the workplace, 
provided the right examples are displayed by senior managers. Motivation is represented by 
employees’ willingness to take the initiative in safety and to comply with the rules.  Both of these 
factors have been shown to be related to improvement in incidence rates.  Furthermore, O’Dea and 
Flin (2003) are of the view that while managers are increasingly aware of best practice in safety 
leadership and the behaviours which are likely to be the most influential in promoting more positive 
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employee behaviours, many find it difficult to translate this knowledge to practice. It appears that 
managers tend to underestimate the impact of their own attitudes, behaviours and styles of 
leadership may have on employees’ attitudes and behaviours. 
 
Wu, Chen, and Li (2008), refer to Blair (2003) who held that four safety leadership-related elements 
are the key to improving safety performance: leaders must share a vision for establishing safety 
excellence; leaders must focus on specific behaviours to strengthen safety culture; leaders need 
both “want to” and “know how” to establish excellent cultures; and leaders must influence the right 
person to take the right actions. He confirms that amongst the four elements, the first one belongs 
to safety coaching, and the other three belong to safety controlling. On the other hand, William 
(2002) suggests that safety leaders make use of legitimate power, reward power, coercive power, 
expert power and referent power as the five ways for safety controlling to enhance safety 
performance. Moreover, the five steps proposed by Carrillo (2002) to achieve safety excellence, 
insight, direction, focus, capability development and accountability, were also highly related to 
safety controlling. Wu, Chen, and Li (2008) point out that Cooper (1998) however believes that only 
those highly caring and highly controlling are the most effective leaders, because they make the 
best use of communication to provide necessary resources, and remove any organisational 
obstacles to accomplish organisational goals smoothly. Wu, Chen and Li (2008) support the view 
that safety leadership is critical in changing the safety culture. Wu, Chen and Li (2008) suggest that 
from a macro perspective, there are two paths that will affect safety performance. One goes from 
safety leadership, through safety climate, to safety performance. On the other hand, from the micro 
perspective, the safety controlling in safety leadership affects mainly the CEO’s and the managers’ 
safety commitment and action, which influence the safety organisational and management, safety 
equipment and measures, and accident investigations.    
 
Clearly identified, from the literature reviews and the semi-structured focus group discussions that 
safety leadership is one of the most important OHS elements that drives safety culture and safety 
climate.  It can also be confirmed that safety leadership starts from the top, and it is the senior 
managers that have the influential power to drive the safety culture of the organisation. 
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Chapter 6 
 
Research Findings 
 
Year 2005 to 2008 was an interesting era for Hungry Jack’s NSW, not only at a state level but also 
for the whole organisation – a period where the company elevated the drive and transformed safety 
as one of the prime focus of the business, making it a key initiative across all its business in 
Australia. Hungry Jack’s NSW was utilised as a pilot “state” to gauge the employee behaviours, 
perceptions and outcomes of the implementation of the safety management systems in 2003/2004. 
The results noted during the analysis of this research were meaningful – whilst the company had 
scope to do better, during the data gathering stages of the research, the observation was that the 
employees embraced safety positively in NSW, and the results attained were an outcome of hard-
work and endurance, promoted through effective safety leadership initiatives lead by senior 
management of Hungry Jack’s. The semi-structured focus group discussions opened doors to 
many variables which allowed for dialogue at an executive level, for better understanding of why 
safety was critical in the workplace. The information shared by the participants was dissected and 
linked to the overall business performance, pre and post 2003. Each point noted during the 
discussions were presented to the executive team, which called for a review of the safety related 
financial cost to the business. The research aims through data analysis is presented to demonstrate 
how effective safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership was in achieving the desired 
results at Hungry Jack’s NSW. 
 
Raw Data 
 
In 2008, three Pilot Groups along with thirteen semi-structured focus groups and individual 
interviews with 870 staff were designed to test whether OHS implementation in Hungry Jack’s NSW 
as successfully embedded as part of the organisational culture.  
 
The aim of the research was to: 
 Investigate if safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are key elements 
in improving the QSR industry’s safety performance.   
Consequently, the primary focus of the research was to: 
 Identify the role workplace leadership has in OHS performance and injury 
management in the QSR industry sector. 
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 Assess the role of leadership, education and OHS systems design as an approach 
to improve safety performance. 
Additional Research Questions: 
 To establish whether or not managers and employees in the QSR sector are given 
the appropriate training, education and knowledge in OHS procedures.  
 To identify what constitutes a safe culture and whether or not such a safety culture 
can lead to improved safety performance; if so; 
 Which elements of safety culture are the most beneficial in this regard? 
 
Themes: 
To understand how the employees of Hungry Jack’s NSW absorbed workplace safety and their 
respective views of the practice, qualitative discussions were conducted in all demographical areas 
to ascertain the perspectives, working habits, thoughts and actions of the employees. Three special 
Pilot Groups were organised with twelve specific questions pertaining to safety were asked to 
understand how each group from three different major demographics; Northern NSW, Sydney 
Central CBD and Southern NSW, understood safety at work. The twelve questions were designed, 
to seek the participant’s knowledge, understanding and views of workplace safety. Related to the 
aims of the research, the twelve questions were triggers that stimulated the discussions on safety 
at work. The idea was to generate themes to qualify their perceptions of OHS, linking it to broader 
areas of the research study, which then lead to a further thirteen semi-structured focus groups 
across Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants to validate these themes. A total of 1000 participants were 
interviewed, 130 of them represented the semi-structured focus groups, while the rest were part of 
the interviews held across NSW at Hungry Jack’s in the 68 restaurants in NSW. The themes were 
derived from these semi-structured focus group discussions, which were easier to refer to, as noted 
in chapter 4 and 5. The themes were crossed referenced to the literature reviews to qualify various 
authors’ thoughts on OHS and the impact in the workplace, using Hungry Jack’s NSW as a case 
study for this purpose. The identification of the themes were based on a final analysis of the terms 
used during the semi-structured focus group discussions by the employees who expressed their 
thoughts on the research study. The idea was to generate a narrative based on the themes that 
participants understood and were able to relate to during on-going communication. Further the 
themes were compared to the overall results attained at Hungry Jack’s NSW as part of this case 
study. 
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The themes were: 
 Safety Culture 
 Communications 
 Policy, Procedure and implementation of OHS 
 Human Resources 
 Injury Management 
 Training  
 Micro management 
 Leadership 
 Corporate Culture and Organisational behaviour 
 
To reach the research aims, the data from the semi-structured focus groups, along with the 
measures of safety at Hungry Jack’s NSW were utilised to confirm how critical it was to follow the 
OHS legislative requirements, more importantly the impact OHS safety had in the workplace, 
associated to each theme. To justify the analysis and outcomes of the research, the workers 
‘compensation dashboard was constructed to monitor and measure the end results. The semi-
structured groups were facilitated in a controlled environment, meaning each questions was raised 
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once, and all were encouraged to speak on the topic. The total duration of the discussions was 2 
hours, at times on went overboard.   
 
The first organised discussions was with the 3 Pilot Groups. The idea was to present the twelve 
questions for general discussions. The participants were advised that the themes were being 
developed in order to test the aims of the research. As the discussions continued, key points of 
interests were highlighted, matching the aims of the research. The key points of interests were then 
arranged in order of context, and labelled to the commonly used terms, grouping the points under 
a title each. By the end of the three Pilots, 9 themes emerged as investigative topics, which were 
quantified with my thesis supervisor, linked to the interest of this research. The emergence of the 
themes developed the narrative for this research, which was then utilised to confirm whether the 
aims of the research was reached and how. 
 
To further validate these, thirteen semi-structured focus groups were conducted to understand how 
the participants of the semi-structured focus groups viewed the 9 themes, with a further 870 staff 
interviewed to validate the themes.  The methodology applied for this research was on three folds: 
 
1. Literature Review 
2. Semi- Structured Focus Groups 
3. Individual interviews 
 
Table 1: Raw Data  
 
 
 
Each participant was requested to rate each theme based on three criteria – Poor, Average and 
Excellent. Poor was described as unsatisfactory, based on what they viewed as deficient practices 
of safety at work. Average was defined as workable, workplace practices that were not perfect, but 
could be better. Excellent was defined as great work towards the initiative on embedding safety as 
part of the renewed vision. As the semi-structured focus group discussions took place in 2008, 
each participant had to rate the OHS practice at Hungry Jack’s NSW pre 2005, to ascertain a 
comparative based notion. Each theme was defined and explained at the end of the session, so 
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that the participant had a clear idea of what themes were developed from the discussions at hand. 
An example of the definitions are noted below. 
 
Definitions of the Themes: 
Safety Culture:   Positive safety elements that constitutes safe work practices 
Communication:  Clear communication and collaboration 
Policies and Procedures: Guidelines for safe workplace practice and measure 
Human Resources:  People measure and focus on behaviour 
Injury Management:  Identification of risks and actions to eliminate risks 
Training:   Workplace education as a focus to develop knowledge  
Micro Management:  Managers observations and support for continued actions 
Leadership:   Leading teams, inspiring positive performance risk free 
Corporate Culture:  Company values with regards to safe workplace 
 
Table 2: Raw Data  
 
 
 
The same semi-structured focus groups were requested to rate each theme, post 2005 shown in 
the chart Table 2 Raw Data. In extension to the semi-structured focus groups, 870 individual 
interviews were held with employees across NSW in the 68 Hungry Jack’s restaurants to verify 
their objective views on how they identified OHS, tagged under each theme.  The overview of the 
Research aims is noted below. 
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Research Aim: Investigate if safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are key elements 
in improving the QSR industry’s safety performance.  Written extensively in chapters 4 and 5 are 
the points noted during the data gathering stages of how the 3 elements of OHS played a critical 
role in safety at Hungry Jack’s NSW. A clear parallel is drawn between the 3 elements and the 
reduction of injuries at work. Workplace variables are investigated and linked to the need for safety 
culture, safety climate and safety leadership, as supporting elements to promote safety at work. In 
chapter 5, the literature review, combined with the data findings is discussed. Looking at Table 1 
Raw Data, 80% of semi-structured focus group participants rated safety pre 2005 as poor.  
However, post 2005, 74.10% of the same respondents along with 870 other interviewees rated 
safety culture as excellent. The combined pre 2005 results shows a 79.40% poor rating which 
reflects back to the issues discussed in chapters 4 and 5.  Post 2005, a complete turnaround of 
culture is noted, a rating of 69.12%, as excellent.  
 
Research Aim: Identify the role workplace leadership has in OHS performance and injury 
management in the QSR industry sector. 79.23% of the respondents noted that OHS leadership 
pre 2005 was rated as poor. They did not believe that management were displaying leadership at 
the level they should have. Many factors, such as ignorance, lack of focus, improper training, lack 
of resources, other business priorities, junior employees, no vision, lacked depth as shared by the 
participants during the data gathering stages. Management age was one of the key factors 
discussed, the fact that inexperience, combined with sales and profitability focus deviated attention 
from safe production of tasks, adding risks and injuries at work. Post 2005, 62.20% believed that 
OHS leadership was excellent, with more work to be done.  However, 81.54% saw corporate culture 
taking the biggest turn. As noted in chapters 4 and 5, the primary reason was the fact that the injury 
numbers saw a decline which had a positive financial impact on the business as a whole, which 
alluded the executives of Hungry Jack’s to pay more attention to the three elements of safety. The 
employees were a lot happier, which contributed to increased sales and profitability. The fact that 
OHS legislative requirements were abided by was also an added benefit to the company. The OHS 
consultant’s confirmation that Hungry Jack’s NSW was making a positive turn towards safety at 
work, which is indicated in the results attained discussed below. 
 
Research Aim: Assess the role of leadership, education and OHS systems design as an approach 
to improve safety performance. One cannot dispute the fact that OHS leadership, with workplace 
education and proper OHS systems are the fundamental pillars that promotes a healthy safe 
workplace. Table 1 Raw Data suggests 89.23% of the respondents believed the lack of OHS 
Policies and Procedures were a contributing factor to the demise of safety at work at Hungry Jack’s. 
Hence the increased numbers of injuries and workplace issues were noted in chapters 4 and 5. 
Post 2005 was a different story, 66.50% agreed that OHS Policies and Procedures were more 
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aligned to the OHS legislative requirements, giving employees a sense of purpose.  Better 
operational systems and focus on safety helped shape the safety culture, adding value to the brand. 
81.50% rated communication as excellent, and in leadership, communication plays a critical role.  
As noted during the data gathering stages, the participants appreciated the “safety committee” roles 
in their restaurants. Ongoing communication highlighting risks, corrective actions, updating on 
injury status and workplace education on safety were some of the initiatives that opened the 
dialogue on safety at work. The fact that tool box training talks occurred consistently created the 
attention that safety was a key part of the job. 90% stated poor human resources was a leading 
factor pre 2005 that saw the increase in injuries, was alarming, to 51.1% confirming the change 
perhaps an indication that managers were investing quality time and effort in driving safety at work 
by paying attention to employee behaviours.  
 
Research Aim: To establish whether or not managers and employees in the QSR sector are given 
the appropriate training, education and knowledge in OHS procedures. A common theme emerged 
during the data gathering stages, that training of employees lacked depth and focus pre 2005. The 
discussions during the semi-structured focus groups, as well as individual staff interviews 
suggested that training was a major factor that perhaps was the missing link. Table 1 Raw Data 
suggests that a whopping 93.08% of the participants rated training as poor pre 2005. The analysis 
of the results in chapters 4 and 5 mirrors the same concerns. Further discussions are noted in this 
chapter, correlating the raw data results with the actual measure of safety at work. However, the 
same participants when asked to rate training post 2005, 86.00% stated it was excellent. As 
discussed in chapter 4, of the participants compared training to their ex-workplaces, confirming that 
the OHS training at Hungry Jack’s had far better impact and more practical to work, than in other 
company they had affiliation with in the past. Whilst chapters 4 and 5 extensively points out the 
details of the semi-structured focus group discussions at length, analysed from a literature and 
practical perspectives, the raw data was further tested to validate how the themes related to the 
overall study of this research. The research findings were based on the following data, which 
demonstrated how safety leadership impacted the overall safety culture and safety climate of 
Hungry Jack’s in NSW: These were the hard measures to substantiate the aims of the research 
further. 
 
Research Aim: To identify what constitutes a safe culture and whether or not such a safety culture 
can lead to improved safety performance; if so; which elements of safety culture are the most 
beneficial in this regard?  To verify the efficacy of the research, the raw data from the semi-
structured group discussions are compare with the hard measures of safety at work. The following 
data verifies the outcome. 
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 Workers’ compensation premium cost comparison – NSW 
 Cost of claim benchmark – NSW 
 Workers’ compensation claims for QSR 
 Workers’ compensation claims cost for QSR 
 Major types of injuries in QSR 
 Total workers’ compensation claims and costs for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 OHS internal audit results for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 OHS training 
 Employee age versus injuries  
 Management age versus injuries 
 National workers’ compensation breakdown for Hungry Jack’s 
 Injury types 
Workers’ Compensation Premium Cost Comparison – NSW 
In 2003, Hungry Jack’s NSW launched the safety management system as part of this research.  
The statistics below provides an indication and impact of the safety management system in Hungry 
Jack’s NSW in 2003 had on the cost of workers’ compensation insurance premium, gradually 
reduced over a two year period. Whilst the cost of workers’ compensation insurance premium (in 
dollar terms) suggests that the injury numbers and cost per claim impacted positively, management 
still had room for improvement.  
Table 1 (NSW Premium Benchmark) below clearly indicates significant reduction and management 
of injury claims at Hungry Jack’s in NSW over the period. Based on the analysis of the injury 
numbers, it can be confirmed that the focus on injury management in 2003 was the key initiator 
that promoted the need for a safer workplace. Table 2 Raw Data suggests that 82.90% participants 
rated injury management post 2005 as excellent. The analysis also identified that the Return to 
Work plan [RTWP] had a positive impact on injuries. Further, risk management, which is 
identification and reporting of risks to avoid injuries by the safety committee, engaging the 
employees hence 81.50% of semi-structured focus groups, along with the individual interviews 
rated communication as excellent at work. Managers and employees were all provided with training 
on how to work safely, primary focus being safe practice – following the correct OHS procedures, 
reporting unsafe behaviours and most importantly identifying risks and reporting unsafe practices 
to management on a regular basis. The overall focus on new and existing employees on why safety 
was important, reinforced by the managers who also took part in educating employees on safety, 
and influenced the way safety was handled at Hungry Jack’s NSW.  In Table 1 Raw Data pre 2005, 
93.08% of the participants rated Training as Poor, however post 2005, 86.00% rated as excellent. 
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These ratings, combined with the semi-structured focus group discussions noted in chapters 4 and 
5 were an indication that training perhaps was a factor that helped shape the safety culture, safety 
climate and safety leadership at Hungry Jack’s as the primary elements of safety at work. These 
statistics further confirms the reduction of the workers ‘compensation results noted below, a 
reduction of the insurance premiums was significant. The other initiative introduced was every 
employee was trained to talk about safety at work, and their line managers were asked to monitor 
safety discussions and provide feedback to employees on safe practices. These formed part of the 
daily routine at work. During the data gathering stages of this research, all employees that 
participated in the semi-structured focus group discussions positively commented on the fact that 
they felt important and part of the team. Being involved in safety discussions at work with managers 
provided them an additional resource – they felt they owned the discussions, creating interest that 
fostered healthy workplace debates on safety management. In some restaurant employees 
elevated the discussions to written forms of communication where it was noted that employees 
drew the areas that was considered high risk and posted on the employee notice board. In the other 
restaurants, the employees formed safety consultation teams (safety committees) that met weekly 
to discuss safety at work. In most cases, these employees were meeting at work, at their own time 
after school. During the semi-structured focus group discussions, these employees passionately 
voiced the fact they enjoyed working for Hungry Jack’s in NSW, and were committed towards 
making it a safer place to work, as they believed it was their accountability to support management 
in ensuring a safe working environment. On the other hand, when safety training was launched in 
2005, it was noted that these employees paid attention to safety and engaged in group work 
promoting self-awareness and workplace safety protocols. The semi-structured group discussions 
noted under Table 2 Raw Data, confirms that communication was rated as excellent by 81.50% of 
the participants. The simple change brought in by safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership through effective communication create a safer workplace which impacted the workers’ 
compensation premiums for Hungry Jack’s NSW as shown on Table 1 NSW Premium Benchmark. 
Most importantly, the employees were provided with policies and procedures to work with. 89.23% 
of the semi-structured focus groups rated policies and procedures as poor, pre 2005. Post 2005, 
66.50% rated policies and procedures as excellent, most were excited about the fact that 
management were engaging them to review policies and procedures by providing feedback on how 
to improve safety at work. The engagement of the employees lead to a deeper collaboration. The 
research identified that the safety meetings were held 100% of the time it was scheduled, which 
reinforced the seriousness and focus it displayed. 95% of the respondents interviewed claimed that 
the safety committee notes and actions were extremely valuable in the workplace.  
 
As shown in Table 1 NSW Premium Benchmark, reinforcement of the consultation process created 
the need to effectively communicate in workplace at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. These communications 
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were related directly to injury rates and corrective actions that were implemented to reduce the 
identified risks at work. QSR sector in NSW (for Workers’ Compensation Insurance Premium costs) 
was at 3.33% annualised tariff index for 2006-2007 fiscal year, Hungry Jack’s in NSW was 
considerably lower than the benchmark at 2.23%. This provided a clear indication that injury 
management was in a better position at Hungry Jack’s NSW in comparison to 2005-2006 and 2004-
2005 fiscal years. Workers’ compensation insurance premium was based on the number of claims, 
versus the cost of claims. The lower the claim costs, the lower the workers’ compensation insurance 
premium for the year. As demonstrated in later statistics, the workers’ compensation insurance 
premium cost for Hungry Jack’s NSW was significantly lower than pre 2000. Workers’ 
compensation insurance premium was a major cost to the business and was generally based on 
the total employee payroll and the cost of claims. In this instance, Table 1 shows that whilst the 
QSR sector in NSW was significantly high in workers’ compensation insurance premium costs, in 
comparison, Hungry Jack’s NSW had reduced the total workers’ compensation insurance premium 
progressively over a three year period - from 3.96% to 2.23%. From the raw data analysed, 82.90% 
of the semi-structured groups and individual interviews suggested that employees recognised that 
injury management was a resourceful and effective at work.  The Policies and Procedures 
surrounding safe practice had a positive impact at work.  Employees had a better understanding of 
the Policies and Procedures, which lowered workplace risks and injuries. Further, the increase in 
safety knowledge post 2005 by 86.00% of the respondents as excellent seems to carry weight and 
perhaps contributed towards reduction of injuries. 
 
 
In the discussions above, it was clearly outlined that the key to reduced workers’ compensation 
insurance premium was directly related to safety leadership, safety culture and safety climate, as 
these were the key factors that lowered incident rates, more importantly managing lost time if an 
employee was incapacitated to work, depending injury type, for minor injuries, employee was 
brought back to work on light duties within 2 days, in compared to 14 days pre 2005, a reduction of 
lost time by 12 days was significant. The change in culture was a contributing factor that improved 
premium rates, 67.70% of the participants rated corporate culture as excellent post 2005, a strong 
indication that the employees of Hungry Jack’s were going through the transitional phase of 
absorbing safety as a practical working initiative. Over the three year period, Hungry Jack’s NSW 
introduced safety management system that was a catalyst in controlling the risks in the workplace 
from safety inspections point of view. The focus on managers to effectively conduct workplace 
safety inspections was the key in implementing safe practices. This was followed by providing 
management and employees with OHS training, particularly in identification and reporting of risks 
and implementing action plans to ratify risks. Safety teams were elected to undertake additional 
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safety inspections on a monthly basis to reinforce the requirements of OHS training in the 
workplace.   
 
 
Table 1 NSW Premium Benchmark – Hungry Jack’s  
 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 
  Hungry Jack’s NSW Premium Rate 
 Tariff Premium Rate for NS 
 
Cost of Claim Benchmark – NSW 
 
There was a strong correlation between the cost of claims, workers’ compensation insurance 
premium and workers’ compensation insurance premium benchmarks. The higher the cost of 
claims, the higher the premium for the business which in turn increases the insurance threshold. 
Cost of claims impacts the safety risk which company’s need to be aware of. WorkCover NSW, 
2003 suggests in order to reduce workers’ compensation premiums, companies must invest in 
safety as a long term initiative. A safe work place adds value to workplace morale and culture. 
Table1 above shows continued adjustments to safety management system, which was directly 
linked to safety leadership, safety culture and safety climate demonstrated portentous impact on 
the total annual workers’ compensation insurance premium cost for Hungry Jack’s NSW. The 
gradual reduction of lost time injuries was a strong indication that the safety management system 
and safety culture had significant impact on the operations and management of safety at Hungry 
Jack’s in NSW. In implementing the organisational cultural change, management changed its focus 
and amalgamated OHS as part of the daily functions within all levels of the hierarchy, not only in 
NSW but across all businesses that was owned and operated by Competitive Foods Australia 
(CFAL). One area that required the focus was injury severity frequency and total cost of claims. 
69.12% of the participants agreed that corporate culture, as an average of the themes was excellent 
in the business, post 2005, a high rating achieved as a significant shift from where OHS was pre 
2005. 
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Table 2 below shows Hungry Jack’s NSW in comparison to all other QSRs in NSW had the lowest 
cost per claim since 2003. Whilst every other QSR in NSW had reduced their cost of claims, Hungry 
Jack’s NSW retained the lowest costs per claim at $1873 during 2006-2007. One of the reasons 
was due to the safety management system introduced in NSW by Hungry Jack’s which required 
injured employees to return back to work as soon as possible under the return to work plan [RTWP]. 
Management were trained to first investigate the injury and outline corrective action that was 
implemented as part of the Injury Management Program in 2003. The injured employee was 
assessed by the company doctor who also consulted the treating doctor to organise a return to 
work-plan (RTWP). The RTWP was discussed with the senior manager who specialised in injury 
management and the employee was put back to work on suitable duties within 48 hours, under 
observation to ensure the injuries were healed appropriately and the employee was provided the 
support needed. This reduced the overall lost wage estimate of the claim by 12 days compared to 
pre 2005. The employee was closely monitored, whilst the rehabilitation manager continued the 
dialogue with the treating doctor. Once the employee was declared fully fit by the examining 
doctors, they resumed pre injury duties. This approach as stated, reduced the overall lost wage 
estimate cost and secondly controlled any medical costs incurred due to the previous lack of an 
RTWP policy and procedure, pre 2005. In cases where additional medical assistance was required, 
the company organised further treatments to keep treatment costs at bay. Time loss was the most 
costly component of the rehabilitation process and as noted, Hungry Jack’s NSW executed this 
very well. To reinforce the importance of reducing injuries and the risk of injuries, the total cost of 
the injury claim was cross charged to the business unit the employee was employed at, at 
discussed in chapters 4 and 5. This highlighted the significance of cost control through the use of 
the safety standards which contributed in the maintenance of a safer workplace through all 
components of safety leadership, safety culture and safety climate, further confirming the need for 
a solid safety culture. Further, the restaurant managers were directly held accountable to ensure 
workplace safety was given the highest priority, not only from a safety culture perspective but more 
so to ensure NSW OHS Act, 2000 were abided by. With QSR’s employing younger workforce, 
generally under the age of 19 years old, workplace education on safety and focus on safety KPI 
contributed to the reduction of injuries at work, consequently lowering the cost of claim.  Table 2 
Raw Data shows that 86% of the semi-structured focus groups as well as the 870 individuals 
interviewed agreed that training was a major factor that helped shape the understanding of safety 
at work. The priority as a key initiative was aligning safety to workplace performance where safety 
was elevated as the most important attribute of performance.  Further, every employee irrespective 
of position was accountable, therefore creating a state-wide focus on safety culture. 
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Table 2 – NSW Average Cost Per Claim Benchmark 
 
 
Workers’ Compensation Claims – NSW (quick service restaurants) 
 
Table 3 shows the number of workers’ compensation insurance claims lodged by the QSRs in NSW 
over the period of 9 years, from 1996/97 to 2004/05. Keep in mind QSRs mostly employ 15 to 19 
year olds, the numbers of claims published by WorkCover NSW, (2003) seems significant, 
irrespective of employee size. Since 1996/97, injuries had increased at a rate of 62.77% over the 
9 year period. With growing percentage of youth joining QSR for employment, the number of 
injuries indicate how youth in QSR sector are exposed to risks of injuries. The analysis of the semi-
structured focus group discussions held at Hungry Jack’s NSW attested the fact that young 
employees had little concern for safety at work. With lack of management focus on safety, this 
created an environment of risk which was overlooked due to the imbalance between productivity 
and customer service, hence the growth in injuries in the QSR sector over the 9 year period.  It 
seems that the QSRs were not exercising their duty of care under the NSW OHS Act, 1983, or the 
NSW OHS Act, 2000. 62.31% of the participants in the semi-structured focus groups rated injury 
management as poor, while the remainder of 37.69% rated it as average.  These raw data stats 
provides an indication that injury management was not the focus pre 2005, hence an increase in 
injuries by 62.77% over a 9 year period.  The raw data also shows that post 2005, 82.90% of the 
participants rated injury management as excellent, hence the decline in the numbers. As noted 
during the analysis, there is a strong correlation between safety training, policies and procedures 
and costs. 
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Table 3 – Claims History in Quick Service Restaurants in NSW 
 
Whilst the Australian Safety Compensation Council (ASCC Compendium 2004-2005) for Australia 
showed consistent improvement in OHS across the board, the QSR sector in NSW seemed to have 
a considerable lack of focus on safety. As identified, over the 9 year period, injury numbers 
increased at an exponential rate comparing 1996/1997 to 2004/2005. The analysis showed missed 
opportunities to educate and train the new generation on workplace safety, primarily employer’s 
failure to observe their statutory requirements under the NSW OHS Act, 2000. It was also flagged 
as a discussion point throughout the data gathering stages of this research whereby all employees 
that were interviewed during the semi-structured focus group discussions were proud of the fact 
Hungry Jack’s NSW provided effective OHS training to all its employees, which they appreciated, 
learned and applied the safety skills at work, highlighting their duty of care, which was initiated after 
2003. Most importantly since 2005, the restaurant safety culture across all Hungry Jack’s 
restaurants in NSW had significantly improved as shown through the data analysis of the research. 
74.10% rated safety culture as excellent post 2005. The assumption is if the QSR sector 
implemented effective safety management system in their restaurants, similar results would be 
noted. However, the key to the implementation in Hungry Jack’s was getting the senior managers 
to buy-in and show commitment to safety, through safety leadership, safety climate and safety 
culture. It was a primary focus of this research. Corporate culture had the most impact on safety in 
general, with 67.60% rated Hungry Jack’s NSW as excellent, long way to go but a complete 
turnaround in comparison to pre 2005, where 53.85% of the semi-structured group rated corporate 
culture as poor and 46.15% as average.  These stats indicates that employees recognised how 
important corporate culture was in achieving the safety standards at work. 
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Workers’ Compensation Claims Cost – NSW (Quick Service Restaurants) 
 
Table 4 below shows the total cost of workers’ compensation insurance claims over a 9 year period 
since 1996/1997 in the QSR sector in NSW. The total cost of workers’ compensation claims had 
grown over the 9 year period 1996/1997 to 2004/2005, however since 2001/2002, workers’ 
compensation insurance costs fell, but in saying that, costs had risen again across all restaurants 
in NSW since 2003/2004. Table 4 coincides with Table 3. The increase in injury numbers in the 
QSR sector in NSW was reflected by increased workers’ compensation claim costs as shown 
below. The analysis confirms that whilst the claims had risen over the 9 year period across the 
QSR sector in NSW, at Hungry Jacks, the numbers had reduced considerably, due to the focus on 
safety since 2003 where Hungry Jack’s adopted a safety culture initiative.   
 
Table 4 Cost of Claims in NSW 
 
 
Many managers did not understand the critical importance of controlling the workers’ compensation 
claims costs, pre 2003 as shown at Hungry Jack’s NSW during the research. If Hungry Jack’s had 
not taken the safety initiative post 2005, then the statistics as shown in Table 4 could potentially 
have been worse. This was a typical behaviour across the QSR sector. Probably managers were 
not concerned about the incidence and severity of injuries and as a result the workers’ 
compensation claims costs escalated to proportion levels as indicated above due to lack of training 
and education in the workplace. Safety culture as a primary driver was the key finding in this 
research, which confirmed the results of safety pre and post 2003. Table 4 also related well with 
Hungry Jack’s in NSW pre 2003/2004, when the safety culture was at its lowest. Due to the lack of 
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manager’s knowledge on safety management system, the injury numbers were at their peak as 
shown in Table 6 below. 
 
Major Types of Injuries – NSW (Quick Service Restaurants) 
 
Table 5 below shows the 7 major injury types in the QSR sector in NSW.  A close examination 
suggests that all these injuries can be classified as Risk Class 3 – meaning that whilst they may be 
classified as minor, to identify and control these risk factors, the employer must provide the right 
training and education to employees, but especially the young employees.  Lack of focus on these 
injuries and mishaps is an indication that the safety culture was at its lowest. In the evidence 
presented in this research, understanding the OHS functions required by managers played a critical 
role in establishing a healthy safety management system in the company. The analysis of the raw 
data in Table 1 and 2 shows that manager’s acceptance and actions to reduce injury risks had to 
be the key focus built into the performance management of the employees.  Further, the company 
had to initiate the focus on safety, starting at the corporate level, measuring the outcomes as part 
of the performance of the organisation. 96.60% of the semi-structured focus groups with the 870 
individual interviews suggested that the corporate culture of Hungry Jack’s NSW was average to 
excellent. 
 
 
Table 5 Injury types in quick service restaurants in NSW and numbers of workers’ 
compensation insurance claims 
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The largest risk was sprains (slips and fall), followed by burns and open wounds. Using Hungry 
Jack’s NSW as a case study, it was evident that pre 2003, managers lacked the OHS knowledge, 
but importantly Hungry Jack’s did not have a focus on safety in general, hence safety culture was 
rated as poor by 80% of the semi-structured focus groups. However, when the safety management 
system was introduced in 2003, with training and workplace education on safety and a change in 
safety culture, the results noted previously showed a positive impact on safety which helped senior 
managers understand that safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership were the key pillars 
that drove the safety culture at work. Most importantly, when safety became the focus of attention, 
it positively impacted the outcomes, reducing costs and boosting employee morale. The analysis 
clearly demonstrates that when management create the focus, provide the right tools, employees 
will follow. 
 
Total Workers’ Compensation Claims and Workers’ Compensation 
Insurance Premium Costs at Hungry Jack’s NSW 
 
In comparison to the WorkCover NSW (2003) results of all QSRs in NSW, Hungry Jack’s had 
performed relatively well in the area of compensated claims during the period, in part due to injury 
case management since 2003/2004 which was being monitored. The statistics presented so far 
show that since 2004/2005, the injury numbers of Hungry Jack’s NSW had significantly declined 
over the period of three years at an average of 43.05%, from 292 claims in 2004/2005 to 58 claims 
in 2006/2007.  Consequently, the total premium costs reduced from $1.58m in 2004/2005 to 
$0.73m in 2006/2007. The reduction in claims reflected in the reduction in premium costs for 
Hungry Jack’s as shown in table 6 below. This case study research had 5 specific research aims. 
In context, the 9 themes generated from the raw data qualifies the impact OHS has had on Hungry 
Jack’s, written extensively in chapters 4 and 5. Looking at the total average of 9 themes, pre 2005, 
99.57% of the semi-structured focus groups rated safety as average to poor, an alarming statistics 
which correlates with the workplace results pre 2005.  Post 2005, 93.89% of the semi-structured 
focus groups, along with 870 individual interviews suggests that the 9 themes investigated during 
the analysis of the case study shows average to excellent results. So far, the research as 
demonstrated that safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership are the 3 key elements of 
OHS. One of the reasons why this occurred was due to the implementation of the safety 
management system in Hungry Jack’s NSW which was a catalyst in establishing the right safety 
culture, safety climate and safety leadership. Second, all managers were trained in the area of 
OHS, followed by linking injuries as a key performance indicator (KPI) to management 
accountability. Third, all staff were properly inducted followed by safety training that was provided 
on shift which was recorded and revised monthly – these were modules that explained OHS policies 
and procedures at work, such as Introduction to OHS, Safe Lifting, Fire Evacuation, Busy Kitchen 
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Safety, Personal Safety, First Aid, Safety Risk Analysis, Reporting Incidents, Handling Customers, 
Slips and Falls, Working Heights, Personal Protective Equipment, Cuts and Wounds, Return To 
Work [RTW], Principles of Safety Management System, OHS Checklists and OHS Audit Tool. 
These formed the guidelines in establishing the safety policies and procedures that were used as 
toolbox talks every month with staff.  A topic was selected across the business in NSW. Fourth, 
safety inspection systems were instigated and updated to ensure high levels of compliance were 
maintained by employees and managers. These were reviewed weekly to ensure that consistent 
compliance was attained by the company at a State level. 
 
Table 6 Total workers’ Compensation claims and insurance premium costs Hungry Jack’s 
NSW 
 
Financial Year Claim Numbers Variation from 
previous year 
Premium Cost Savings from 
previous year 
2004/2005 292 -33.45% $1,580,000.00  -22.50% 
2005/2006 110 -62.33% $1,100,000.00  -30.38% 
2006/2007 58 -33.36% $733,000.00  -42.45% 
 
 
Similarly, in Table 6 above, Hungry Jack’s NSW results shows that since the workers’ 
compensation injury claims were managed by Hungry Jack’s individual restaurants in NSW, the 
workers’ compensation insurance premiums for Hungry Jack’s NSW fell at a rate of 53.60%, saving 
the company $847,000.00 over 3 years from 2004/2005 to 2006/2007. Further, Table 6 also shows 
that the injury numbers fell by 80.14%, comparing 2004/2005 to 2006/2007. Table 7 below shows 
workers’ compensation insurance claim numbers from 1997/1998 to 2008/2009. Over the 9 year 
period, from 1997/1998 to 2008/2009, whilst the number of claims was not high, the cost of an 
average workers’ compensation claim seemed to be high. Since Hungry Jack’s NSW implemented 
its safety management system in 2003/2004, results show the launch of OHS training to employees 
and managers had a significant impact on the workers’ compensation injury numbers, declining 
over the period and so had the workers’ compensation cost of claims. This is a remarkable 
improvement considering that Hungry Jack’s took responsibility of 52 extra restaurants in the year 
2004/2005. Safety leadership, safety culture and safety climate, the three foundations to safety was 
the key driver to the change of workplace culture. As mentioned in the previous chapters, one 
element of safety alone would not have had the impact that Hungry Jack’s recognised as part of 
the change process, post 2003. This also positively influenced the workers’ compensation 
insurance premium for Hungry Jack’s NSW as shown in Table 6. 
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Table 7 Hungry Jack’s workers’ compensation insurance claims history for NSW 
 
Financial Year Claim Numbers Claim Cost Average cost per 
claim 
Number of 
Restaurants 
1997/1998 44 $231,498.73  $5,261.33  12 
1998/1999 37 $641,399.60  $17,335.12  18 
1999/2000 40 $696,772.45  $17,419.31  24 
2000/2001 43 $428,438.84  $9,963.69  24 
2001/2002 47 $259,458.50  $5,520.40  28 
2002/2003 39 $190,223.73  $4,877.53  30 
2003/2004 96 $230,899.57  $2,405.20  32 
2004/2005 292 $807,484.57  $2,756.36  84 
2005/2006 110 $213,435.00  $1,940.32  72 
2006/2007 58 $108,500.00  $1,873.00  69 
2007/2008 32 $56,500.00  $1,765.63  68 
2008/2009 29 $46,000.00  $1,586.21  68 
 
Note: In 2004/2005, Hungry Jack’s acquired Burger King Corporation hence the claims numbers 
surged consequently increasing the claims cost to $807,478.57 per year. However, the statistics 
shows the decline in injuries and cost of claims post 2005 as part of the safety management 
systems that were introduced in Hungry Jack’s NSW. 
 
In comparison to the workers’ compensation average cost per injury claim benchmark, (as shown 
in Table 2) comparing all QSRs in NSW, Hungry Jack’s had performed very well in the last five 
years. In 2004/2005, over all industries workers’ compensation average costs per injury claim in 
NSW was $9807, whilst the QSR sector’s workers’ compensation average injury claim was $4123; 
however Hungry Jack’s NSW maintained a reduced cost of $2756. In 2005/2006, all industries 
workers’ compensation average claims were $6338, whilst QSR sector’s workers’ compensation 
average injury claim was $3177; however Hungry Jack’s reduced their workers’ compensation 
average injury claim to $1940, keeping in mind that company amalgamated with Trans Pacific 
Foods (TPF), taking an additional 52 restaurants during the year. In NSW in 2006/2007, all 
industries workers’ compensation average claim cost was $4828, whilst QSR sector’s average 
injury cost was at $2195, however Hungry Jack’s came in with the lowest workers’ compensation 
injury cost per claim at $1873. Furthermore, the results were monitored internally from 2007/2008 
to 2008/2009, the trend showed a positive reduction in both, workers’ compensation claims and 
costs. In 2008/2009, Hungry Jack’s NSW had the lowest workers’ compensation insurance claim 
numbers and costs in comparison to the rest of the Hungry Jack’s restaurants in Australia. 
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These statistics alone clearly suggest that effective safety leadership along with a robust safety 
management system, sustained with ongoing training and education of employees and managers 
influenced workplace safety performance in Hungry Jack’s NSW. The change created ownership 
which was then reflected in the work ethics of the employees, consequently positively impacting 
the safety KPI of Hungry Jack’s as shown in Tables 1 and 2, Raw Data. When OHS was integrated 
with daily management processes, and followed up by all levels of the organisational authority, 
employees accepted responsibility for their own actions, and most importantly ensured the 
workplace was safer for them and others. The intention of this research was to drill down on the 
achievements to date and to evaluate the correlations between safety culture, safety climate and 
safety leadership, analysing the results to gauge whether Hungry Jack’s NSW had taken on board 
OHS implementation as a prioritised state-wide agenda. The results gathered and presented so far 
showed that Hungry Jack’s NSW has progressed systematically in terms of launching and 
monitoring the safety management system across all restaurants in NSW, and the change of safety 
culture had proven that effective OHS systems contribute to change of employee behaviour. On 
the other hand, it was interesting to note that since 2003/2004 lost time injuries in days reduced 
significantly over a five year period. In 2003/2004, a total lost time injury was recorded at 286 days 
for the whole financial year. By 2008/2009, lost time injury was reduced to 51 days, a significant 
reduction that once again proved safety culture was well ingrained in the organisation. This also 
proved Hungry Jack’s commitment towards safety was a success by the time this research 
concluded, looking at the results of the 9 themes measured pre and post 2005 indicated the 
success achieved. 
 
OHS Internal Audit Results 
Hungry Jack’s NSW designed an OHS auditing tool to measure the results of its safety 
management system’s effectiveness in 2003/2004. The OHS auditing tool was designed to monitor, 
measure and report whether the standard operating procedures (SOPs) were effective at work, 
meeting the OHS legislative requirements of NSW. 2004/2005 was the initial implementation period 
of the OHS auditing tool. The first round of internal OHS audits took place throughout the year, 
visiting the 68 Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants to gauge whether the OHS SOPs were implemented 
accurately at restaurant level and successfully adopted by each business unit, consistently. A forty 
key points audit was developed following the OHS legislative framework to gauge whether each of 
the criteria met the safety legislative benchmark of NSW. Part of the audit process was also to 
discuss and test employees and managers at random to ensure they had a reasonable 
understanding of OHS safety procedures and maintenance of safety culture at work. The average 
result of the OHS safety audit for Hungry Jack’s NSW was scored a 49% during the first year of 
auditing in 2004/2005. The total score of the 68 restaurants were added up and divided by 68 to 
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ascertain the average score for Hungry Jack’s NSW. The reason was so that it created a 
benchmark to compare against, given that this was the first time ever Hungry Jack’s NSW 
implemented an OHS auditing tool to monitor safety culture at work. In other words, 12 months into 
the program, from the audit perspective, only 49% of the suggested OHS policies and procedures 
were integrated into the management process by the managers and the employees at the 
restaurant level in NSW, giving a fair indication that whilst the progress was positive, more work 
had to be done. The scores varied from restaurant to restaurant, which also provided management 
an overall detail of where the strengths and weaknesses were and how to tackle the gaps. The 
overall average of 49% formed a solid benchmark of a starting point for Hungry Jack’s NSW.  We 
already know from Table 1 and 2 Raw Data from the semi-structured focus groups of how the 9 
themes were rated pre and post 2005.Whilst this was a good result, considering that there were no 
safety management system prior, and the fact that employee turnover was quite high, (37% 
annualised employee turnover for Hungry Jack’s NSW), maintaining knowledge of the safety 
system at 49% was considered as critical and a concern at the same time, a failure by law. In the 
second year, 2005/2006, the OHS audit results showed promising improvement and consistencies 
across all the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants, averaging a 59% rating of the OHS knowledge been 
ingrained in the restaurants. These results were also reflected by the reduction in lost time injuries 
as stated above. In 2006/2007 a significant change was noticed, lifting the OHS safety audit results 
to 75%, assumed knowledge from the implementation of the safety management systems, based 
on policies and procedures in the restaurants. In 2007/2008, Hungry Jack’s NSW achieved a 90% 
rating during the OHS audit. Further in 2008/2009, half year results of the OHS audit showed an 
overall rating of 94%, which was tremendously applauded by the business. The safety audit results 
were verified by an external OHS auditor, John Owens OHS Consultants to ensure the accuracy 
and authenticity was maintained. JO consultants conducted a random annual audit sampling across 
selected restaurants using the OHS legislative framework to ensure that the Hungry Jack’s NSW 
restaurants were complying with NSW OHS legislative requirements to validate the internal auditing 
process and outcome. Further, they conducted their own OHS safety compliance audit to find that 
the Hungry Jack’s internal audit was far more rigorous and credible. Following the consultancy 
audit and verification of the OHS practice of the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants, the company took 
a decision to launch a national OHS program to uplift and maintain the OHS standards across all 
CFAL business in Australia in 2009, extending the OHS program to all its subsidiary companies. 
The graph below shows the overall results of the OHS Audits that were conducted over the period 
in NSW. 
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The final ranking of the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants was based on the OHS Audit Tool used to 
verify whether safety was thoroughly implemented in all the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants which 
applied the Performance Achievement Rating (PAR) system.  The final rating was qualified as 
follows: 
 
  RED   0% to 49%  
 
  AMBER  50% to 74% 
 
  GREEN  75% to 100% 
 
A red ranking signified an area of concern. This meant that the restaurant manager would be 
spoken to and action plans would be reviewed and implemented. An amber rating meant that the 
safety culture based on the safety management system was in progress; however the managers 
need to act on certain areas to continue developing the safety standards.  A green ranking 
represented safety climate, culture and leadership were well in progress and active.  These 
rankings were purposely designed to ensure the OHS standards was maintained at the highest 
levels in all the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants, exceeding OHS legislative requirements. It was 
interesting to note that in 2004/2005, all the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants were rated a RED, 
meaning no restaurants in Hungry Jack’s NSW successfully passed the OHS internal Audit. This 
was an alarming result.  The table below shows how the Hungry Jack’s NSW restaurants were 
rated following the annual OHS internal Audit since 2004 till 2009. 
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PAR rating for the NSW Hungry Jack’s Restaurants 2004-2009 
 
 
 
Quinlan et al. (2001) recommend in order to minimise the risks posed by employees, it was 
advisable employers to ensure casual young employees received adequate training, inductions 
and supervision. Casual young employees were often only provided with basic induction 
training when they joined. Quinlan et al. (2001) claim that if casual young employees’ 
incorporation in the organisation’s internal safety management system was superficial, it would 
be problematic and the employment of casual young employees could further contribute to 
disorganisation and adverse OHS outcomes. Hence, this was the reason why in NSW, Hungry 
Jack’s not only implemented an effective employee induction system, but the follow up training 
was conducted every fortnight to ensure casual young employees understood the importance 
of safe work practices, highlighting their accountability in workplace. Each topic of safety was 
repeated fortnightly across the state with every employee in all the 68 restaurants in NSW. With 
regards to management, a four hour training session was conducted bi-monthly to ensure all 
managers were aware of the OHS guidelines and employer responsibilities. As indicated in this 
research, the QSR sector predominately employer’s young employees on a casual basis.  
Given the turnover of staff, it was necessary for Hungry Jack’s to create and implement a state-
wide OHS initiative to ensure safety culture was maintained and injuries were reduced 
 
GREEN
AMBER
RED
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Quinlan (2004) in Biggins & Holland (1995) further expanded the importance of facilitating 
employee participation and safety representation among casual young workforce. He claimed a 
number of Australian studies had found a positive relationship between employee representation 
and improved OHS safety management arrangements, concluding that the introduction of health 
and safety representatives led to major changes in attitudes amongst the employees. Having a 
safety team that engaged with employees and managers on safety issues frequently was the key 
factor in changing the safety culture in all of the Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW. Hungry Jack’s 
in NSW implemented safety teams who were elected by employees in every restaurant and played 
a pivotal role in reducing injury numbers. Not only were they conducting monthly safety inspections, 
but highlighting and actioning risks and training other employees as part of the renewed job role. 
The safety team’s representation and sole focus was viewed as an important investment by the 
employees who proudly supported the cause taking ownership of safety at work. The safety teams 
were supported by management in every restaurant to: 
 
1. Ensure all parties were aware of the OHS duties and responsibilities, from senior 
management to employee level. This was provided at the time of inductions followed by 
quarterly meetings in every restaurant to ensure every person was aware of all OHS 
responsibilities. 
 
2. Ongoing risk assessment were conducted and monitored, providing casual/young 
employees support in their activities. Hungry Jack’s in NSW implemented risk assessment 
training whereby all employees and management were given training on the risk 
assessment which included: 
 
o Identify Hazards 
o Assess Hazard 
o Eliminate or Control Hazard 
 
Quinlan et al. (2001) claimed that clarity in communication and reporting of OHS concerns, work 
practices and procedures as well as facilitating knowledge and compliance with OHS policies and 
legislation was the key to change in safety culture. The use of casual young employees created 
more complicated lines of management control and fragmented occupational health and safety 
management systems to ambiguities, confusion and more adverse OHS outcomes.  As detailed 
above, casualization can generate OHS incompetence due to the short periods of employment for 
typical youth workers in the QSR sector and in Hungry Jack’s it created a knowledge gap that 
managers found difficult to overcome, a common dilemma in the QSR sector. In all QSRs, this 
seemed to be an ongoing challenge. The success of Hungry Jack’s in OHS was due in part to an 
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effective safety management reporting procedure and streamline of communication channels, 
followed by internal OHS auditing system that was conducted annually to gauge whether OHS 
compliance was retained at the state level, exceed the NSW OHS legislative requirements. The 
use of internal OHS auditing identified discrepancies and at the same time management was 
rewarded for outstanding OHS records. 
 
The points mentioned by Quinlan (2001), are represented by the actions that had been taken by 
Hungry Jack’s in NSW. The results attained by Hungry Jack’s NSW are a true reflection of OHS 
leadership that had been embraced by employees and managers alike. Despite the achievements, 
the concern is the nature of the business – being quick service restaurants; will management 
continue to sustain high levels of compliance without further support?  The issue that needed to be 
closely analysed and does occur in most restaurants due to high turnover of employees, 
maintaining a high level of compliance was a challenge and continues to be difficult. However, the 
research had noted that change in safety culture was the result of managers and employees 
understanding of the critical role safety played in the creation and maintenance of safety at work. 
OHS leadership also impacted the overall operations of the business as it standardizes the 
operational systems. 
 
OHS Training delivered at Hungry Jack’s NSW 
In January 2004, two OHS training courses were scheduled to be delivered per month for the next 
twenty four months to capture all the Hungry Jack’s NSW employees of the 68 restaurants. 
Between January 2004 and June 2004, significant time was spent convincing senior managers to 
send their employees to attend the OHS training sessions. Managers believed that the OHS training 
was a pointless exercise and that the employees would not be in a position to understand the 
concepts of OHS requirements due to the fact that they would not be interested. The percentage 
shows between January and June 2004, minimum number of employees attended the OHS training 
as a result, Table 1 Raw Data results from the semi-structured focus groups indicated 93.08% of 
the participants believed training was poor at Hungry Jack’s pre 2005. In June 2004, a general 
meeting was called to address the importance of OHS within all levels of management at Hungry 
Jack’s in NSW, highlighting the change in safety culture along with consequences for failure to 
meet the requirements. It was at this meeting that a clear direction was set, reinforcing the 
significance of OHS and the benefits as identified by the CEO. The meeting highlighted critical 
importance of safety and management accountability.  From July 2005 till December 2005, 96% of 
the employees were trained on the organisation’s OHS requirements. Table 2 Raw Data suggests 
that 86% of the semi-structured focus groups as well as 870 individual interviews rated training as 
excellent. As the training was launched, consistent reduction in injury numbers was noted as well 
as the significant improvement in safety standards was observed, a direct link to safety climate, 
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culture and leadership in action. Table 2 Raw Data clearly shows that 74% of the participants rated 
safety culture as excellent, while 67.60% rated corporate culture as excellent. It was also interesting 
to note that management’s view on OHS also changed during the course of the twenty four months, 
more leaning towards the adaptation of OHS rather than its rejections, Table 2 Raw Data indicating 
that 62.20% rated leadership excellent. 
 
Between 2005/2006 till 2008/2009, one OHS training session per month was conducted to ensure 
all new comers to the business were trained on the requirements of the OHS at work.  Similarly, 
OHS was also added to the induction program to ensure all new employees were provided with the 
adequate knowledge on OHS on their first day at work.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Percentage of total staff OHS training 
completion record for NSW 
      
Month 2003/2004 2004/2005 
January 3% 53% 
February 5% 60% 
March 7% 65% 
April 11% 68% 
May 14% 72% 
June 15% 75% 
July 25% 80% 
August 28% 88% 
September 33% 90% 
October 40% 93% 
November 42% 95% 
December 51% 96% 
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Employee age versus injuries at work 
 
 
Employee Age and Injury Report for Hungry Jack’s NSW 
            
Age 2004/2005 2005/2006 2006/2007 2007/2008 2008/2009 
Under 19 yrs 289 98 50 28 19 
Over 19 yrs 3 12 8 4 10 
 
 
 
The computation of the injury numbers between 2004/2005 and 2008/2009 was primarily between 
the employee age of 15 to 19 years old. In 2004/2005, of the 292 recorded injury claims, 289 of 
these claims were from employees between the ages of 15 to 19. Likewise in 2005/2006, of the 
110 injuries recorded, 98 were from employees of the suggested age group of 15 to 19 years of 
age. Keep in mind QSR sector employs younger employees; employers therefore must be alert of 
OHS training in the workplace. The injury numbers recorded in 2006/2007 was caused by 
carelessness, lack of duty of care which also directly related to the lack of OHS leadership, shared 
by the semi-structured focus groups as a leading theme all across. Table 1 Raw Data shows 
79.20% of the semi-structured focus groups voted leadership as poor during the period. Both, 
employees reactions towards safety in general and managements lack of focus were the prime 
factors that deterred their attention. During the data gathering stages of this research, it was clear 
all the employees that were spoken to identified the fact that OHS knowledge was not at the level 
Under 19 yrs
Over 19 yrs
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expected prior to 2003/2004 financial year and nor did management show care towards safety in 
general. Table 1 Raw Data clearly indicated that 93.08% rated training as poor in the business. 
Sales, customer service and product quality were more important than safety at large. In 2003, 
when the safety management system was introduced, the shift in thinking and acting safely at work, 
followed by management’s influence shaped the safety culture of all the Hungry Jack’s NSW 
restaurants. The average of the 9 themes measured to gauge the results as shown in Table 2 Raw 
Data, 69.12% rated overall 9 themes as excellent. 
 
Management age versus injury numbers 
 
In comparison to all OECD countries, Australia has 45.6% of all employees between the age of 15 
to 19, ranked 5th on the OECD chart. These statistics provide some justification that the employment 
sector in Australia is largely employed by a younger workforce. Similarly, in Hungry Jack’s NSW, 
90% of line managers were between the ages of 20 to 25 years old (figure extrapolated in January 
2008). Noted in this research, whilst age was a dominant factor linked to injuries, lack of workplace 
safety education and training equally affected the outcome. In all cases examined during the 
research, it was noted that whilst age was a factor in safety management, if safety was properly 
launched and employees were educated on the ownership of their actions, the outcome would have 
been positive, as noted during the analysis of the semi-structured focus groups discussions noted 
in Table 1 Raw Data.  As seen above, the results achieved by Hungry Jack’s NSW was because 
safety was reinforced as an important function of the job – the awareness of being safe. It was 
further controlled and monitored by creating a shift in safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership which in return created the right environment for people to work. Employees were 
provided with the right resources, the right environment and educated on safety. Safety became 
the KPI of the business. 
 
Average management age at Hungry Jack's NSW 
              
Year 2003/2004 2004/2005 2005/2006 2006/2007 2007/2008 2008/2009 
Average Age 31.40 29.30 28.10 25.80 24.90 24.20 
       
 
Since 2003 / 2004, the average age of managers at Hungry Jack’s NSW had declined. These 
young managers were not in a position to manage safety due to their lack of OHS knowledge, as 
noted by the semi-structured focus groups. Upon launching the safety training, these managers 
were given the right OHS knowledge and the resources to manage safety, which created a safer 
and a collaborative working environment for the employees. Being involved in safety discussions 
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and participating in safety meetings built their leadership scope, giving them the platform to think 
and act safely. Most importantly, these managers were exposed to the cost of injuries which 
assisted in the creation of accountability and better understanding of maintaining a safe workplace. 
The semi-structured focus groups discussions clearly indicated in Table 1 and 2 Raw Data, how 
OHS was perceived pre 2005 and post 2005. 
 
National workers’ compensation claims breakdown – Hungry Jack’s 
National 2005/2006 
 
OHS safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership when managed positively had a dramatic 
impact on human behaviour at Hungry Jack’s NSW, clearly noted in this research. Earlier in the 
research, OHS safety culture and elements of safety culture were discussed outlining the need for 
managers and employees to embrace safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership in the 
workplace.  Managing these OHS elements in the most effective and efficient manner was the key 
in changing the safety culture. Change in safety culture impacted behaviour which in turn influenced 
workplace safety performance. For this reason, Hungry Jack’s NSW implemented a safety 
management, a clear discipline meeting OHS legislative requirements. This research was on OHS 
and the impact it had on people and the organisation as a whole. Part of the research objectives 
was to compare Hungry Jack’s NSW injury rates with all the other state results to see whether the 
safety management system did impact positively on injuries in the workplace.  Table 8 below shows 
the effect OHS implementation had on all the Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW. 
 
Table 8 National workers’ compensation claims breakdown – Hungry Jack’s National for 
2005/2006 in comparison to 2006/2007 
 
  
2006/2007 2005/2006 2006/2007 2005/2006 2006/2007 2005/2006 2006/2007 2005/2006
State This Year Last Year This Year Last Year This Year Last Year This Year Last Year
NSW 38 51 -13 14 18 -4 15 20 -5 67 89 -22 -24.72%
WA 18 10 8 9 8 1 4 8 -4 31 26 5 19.23%
VIC 23 26 -3 14 12 2 8 1 7 45 39 6 15.38%
QLD 34 23 11 29 16 13 13 5 8 76 44 32 72.72%
SA 18 16 -2 14 14 0 14 8 6 46 38 8 21.05%
KFC-WA 9 14 -5 12 8 4 16 11 5 37 33 4 12.12%
FALLS SPRAINS BURNS
Trend
TOTAL
Variance Variance Variance Variance
 
 
[Note: The combined results ACT is with NSW, Tasmania is with VIC, and NT is with QLD] 
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In analysis in Table 8 was for the period 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 financial years. The figures 
showed the injury numbers for all states across Australia in Hungry Jack’s for the two financial 
years. In comparison to all the other states and territories where Hungry Jack’s operated, NSW 
was the only state with the best OHS results, showing an overall improvement of -24.72% in injury 
numbers compared to the others. Having the right safety management system and a positive safety 
culture, followed by continuous education and training impacted employee behaviour when the right 
safety leadership was driven by the managers.  
 
At Hungry Jack’s NSW, over a two year period, considerable    effort was placed on changing the 
organizational culture of the restaurants in NSW. The change of culture translated into improvement 
of the OHS standards in the workplace. Managers and employees had a better understanding of 
safety in the workplace, and most importantly they integrated OHS into their daily functions. One 
of the significant changes that had occurred in Hungry Jack’s NSW, was that managers had the 
right attitude, aptitude and understanding of OHS. This was a result of training and education of 
senior managers who reinforced the OHS legislative compliance at the restaurant level with line 
managers and supervisors. Table 1 and 2 Raw Date shows, that 81.54% of the semi-structured 
focus groups agreed that micro management, which was most needed to manage the team when 
it came down to safety lacked depth.  Post 2005, 50.20% of the semi-structured focus groups as 
well as 870 individual interviews with staff confirmed that micro management of staff was effective. 
Furthermore, managers accepted responsibility for their own actions, setting the right examples at 
work. Similarly, managers were in a position to identify risks therefore corrective actions were 
implemented to control the foreseeable risks. This was further explored by educating and training 
employees who were then rewarded for abiding by safer practices in the workplace - ‘carrot and 
stick’ approach. 
 
The flow-on effects of the OHS safety management system from Hungry Jack’s NSW was further 
tested in QLD, WA, VIC and SA. These states began to implement the safety management system 
introduced in NSW to reduce injuries and most importantly to change the safety culture of the 
workplace. In part, this research further evaluated the OHS performance standards to gauge 
whether Hungry Jack’s had continued to improve OHS in NSW and most importantly analysing the 
national injury statistics to gather whether the OHS systems were working across all the Hungry 
Jack’s restaurants in Australia. The results attained across all Hungry Jack’s restaurants since 2007 
clearly indicated that OHS was the corporate culture, executives were dedicating their time to 
ensure workplace safety was given the same level of importance as sales and profits. The OHS 
vision extended to monthly management meetings as well as quarterly meetings whereby the 
senior management team were focused on safety to ensure workers’ compensations costs, lost 
time injury rates and frequency of injuries were controlled directly at the restaurant level. Table 2 
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Raw Data clearly showed 67.60% of the semi-structured focus groups and the 870 individual 
interviews confirmed that the corporate culture post 2005 was excellent. The Australian Bureau of 
Statistics (ABS) data (2003) shows 782 young people between the age of 15 to 19 years old were 
injured at work in NSW across all industries. Hungry Jack’s NSW in 2004 implemented the safety 
management system that proved effective in their restaurants during the period of this research. 
The company had reviewed the results attained in NSW and launched a national wide OHS 
initiative in 2010. Casual employment in the QSR sector will continue to increase, therefore allows 
for no exceptions for the lack of OHS compliance, as noted during the semi-structured focus groups 
discussions 
 
The statistics compiled by Allianz Insurance Australia, comparing Hungry Jack’s NSW with other 
Quick service restaurants / retail outlets and all industries across the board covered by Allianz 
showed the impact of the OHS Act 2000 in NSW.  Across all industries, the cooling down period 
with the Premium Discount Scheme (PDS) initiated by WorkCover NSW showed that businesses 
had seriously considered safety management systems as a way forward in improving safety 
performance and hence a reduction in workers’ compensation insurance premiums. However, in 
Hungry Jack’s, it was evident that the implementation of the safety management system with 
leadership elements of safety culture impacted significantly during the research. This was one of 
the objectives that the research examined at length. The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data 
(2003) shows that 782 young people (15-19yrs old) were injured at work in NSW. With the change 
to safety leadership, Hungry Jack’s in 2004 implemented the safety management system that has 
proven effective in the NSW restaurants during the period of this research.  The key to the results 
was the core elements of leadership. However, the analysis would suggest that whilst the company 
had embraced OHS leadership in NSW, there seemed to be inconsistencies within the safety 
management system at a national level as discussed above. However in saying that, the company 
has reviewed the results attained in NSW and launched a national wide OHS initiative in 2010. It 
seemed that young people were more susceptible to workplace injuries and illness in the 
workplace. Most likely, this is due to the cultural sensitivity of the labour market.  Whilst casual 
employment makes it difficult to manage OHS, it is the employer’s responsibility to provide a safe 
workplace as identified in the research. Casual employment in the QSR sector will continue to 
increase. The increase in casual employment occurred prior to 1998, with the proportion remaining 
relatively stable then (ABS, 2006).  Although the growth rate has stabilized, Australia still had a 
significant proportion of casual employees.  The following figures serve to illustrate this. 
 
 There are currently 2.3 million casual employees in Australia. 
 More than one in four (27.90%) of all Australian employees are casual workers. 
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 23% of all male workers are casual employees (up to 13% in 1990) and 32% of all female 
workers are casual employees (up to 28% in 1990). 
 Over the past decade, male casual employment has risen by 115% compared with an 
increase of 43% for females. (ABS, 2006) 
 
McNamara (2006) suggested that there was a percentage of casual employment in most industries, 
but some exhibit higher levels of casualization than others.  According to the ABS (2006), the four 
industries with the highest percentages of casual workers in Australia were: 
 
 Cafés and Restaurants    59% 
 Agriculture and fishing    49% 
 Retail Trade     45% 
 Cultural and recreational services  45% 
 
The highest proportion of casual workers was found in the lowest skilled occupational groups: 
 Elementary Clerical, sales and service  56% 
 Labourers and related workers   47% 
 
The ILO (1998) report showed that the percentage of young adults between the ages of 15 to 19 
in paid employment in the industrialised world were as follows: 
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Countries Percentage 
Denmark 56.30% 
United Kingdom  52.20% 
Netherlands 49.30% 
Australia 45.60% 
United States 34.80% 
Canada 32.90% 
Germany 28.80% 
Portugal 22.60% 
Switzerland 19.80% 
Sweden 16.90% 
Finland 16.70% 
Spain 12.50% 
Italy 11.00% 
Greece 8.80% 
France 5.90% 
Belgium 5.30% 
Mean, all OECD 26.20% 
 
 
Casualization of the workforce is on the increase in all developed nation. Developed nations need 
to take proactive actions in addressing OHS not only at local and regional but internationally. It was 
interesting to note that casualization of the workforce was on the increase in all developed nations.  
As many young people were employed in service sectors, it can be argued that one of the reasons 
why workplace injuries were on the increase was due to the structure of the casual labour markets 
which was becoming a global epidemic. Developed nations need to take proactive actions in 
addressing OHS not only at regional and national level, but internationally.  
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Recommendation 
OHS is an integral part of the workplace and perhaps it is time for managers to be proactive in their 
approach in providing safer working platforms. It is important that OHS is accepted as a central 
element of business without ignorance, nor can it be segregated from the daily operations due to 
the legislative requirements. From a research perspective, OHS is not only a compliance issue, but 
also influenced the organizational culture. OHS is also inter-related with all the other elements of 
leadership and control. Just as managers implement production targets and set goals for 
employees to achieve, OHS works on a similar parallel, most importantly it is regulated by law. The 
difference being is that OHS accountability played a critical role in managing workplace OHS 
performance. The OHS performance matrix below illustrates the flow of information used as a 
training guide to retain employees OHS knowledge at Hungry Jack’s NSW. Further, the OHS 
performance matrix pinpoints the basics of OHS leadership, enticing and educating managers on 
the fact that a simple model such as the OHS performance matrix below is designed to coach 
managers in understanding the flow of OHS leadership skills as discussed in previous chapters. 
The OHS performance matrix outlines steps managers must use in order to manage the workplace 
OHS performance. Similarly the OHS performance matrix is designed to accommodate employees 
and managers at all levels – a simple, but effective tool trialed and tested at Hungry Jack’s in NSW 
during the research between, 2003 to 2008. 
As the research had identified, the key to resolving and changing safety culture was by providing 
the right training. The OHS performance matrix showed that once the consultation process had 
been endorsed, it was of importance that managers identified the training needs. This becomes 
part of the strategy that managers need to improve OHS in the workplace, which is an intrinsic 
cycle. The research had identified that training was an ongoing element that had to be provided to 
all employees at all levels. Upon successful completion of the OHS performance matrix, an effective 
leader could then set targets for employees and managers to achieve. Targets are a good way to 
improve OHS standards in the workplace; however an effective leader must ensure targets are not 
used for under reporting OHS incidents which could have a detrimental long term impact on the 
business and the culture of the organization. The most effective measure of target based 
performance is by using the OHS measurement tools to gauge OHS performance – a reporting 
culture. The interesting point about this OHS performance matrix is for maximum impact, the matrix 
forms a continuous cycle that must be used as a development tool rather than a monitoring or 
policing devise.    
 
 
 130 
 
OHS Performance Matrix Model 
 
 
 
The effectiveness of this OHS performance matrix was gauged at Hungry Jack’s NSW since 2003 
and nationally in 2009. The idea was to ensure that the OHS performance matrix was practiced 
and preached which helped in the retention of the organizational OHS culture which was 
instrumental in establishing the right safety culture at Hungry Jack’s in NSW. 
OHS Strategic Model – A Collaborative Approach 
In comparison to the OHS Performance Matrix Model above, the OHS Strategic Model (A 
Collaborative Approach) as shown below elevates OHS leadership I an organizational context, 
which in turn demonstrates how OHS leadership is underpinned by collaborative pillars. The term 
“Collaborative Pillars” is utilized in the context that leaders must understand, in order for OHS to 
work effectively and efficiently, managers must use the collaborative pillars to influence positive 
response from employees and other personnel in the business in relation to OHS issues in the 
workplace (360 degree feedback). The “Collaborative Pillars” in the context of OHS are the 
influential factors that create change in behavioral and psychological attitudes of the employees, 
the idea being the employees are willingly participating with management to rectify OHS concerns 
that may have surfaced in the workplace. The collaborative pillars have 5 dimensional intrinsic 
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drivers that leaders must understand in order to participate in behavioral change.  These drivers 
are classified as Communication, Training, Consultation, Feedback and Reward, identified as the 
key drivers of cultural change at Hungry Jack’s NSW during the research which helped create the 
corporate culture as shown in Table1 and 2 Raw Data gathered during the semi-structured focus 
groups. 
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To measure the effectiveness of this model, the research conducted at Hungry Jack’s was part of 
the analytical framework designed to understand OHS outcomes in NSW. From the analysis of 
Hungry Jack’s restaurants in NSW as well as the data gathered from the semi-structured focus 
groups, along with the individual interviews, it was evident that OHS strategic model had currency 
and may be the answer for the successful implementation of OHS best practice. Given that the 
QSRs such as Hungry Jack’s have young employees at work, it was ideal for managers to use the 
OHS Performance Matrix parallel to the OHS Strategic Model to create change the understanding 
of OHS safe work practice. A dogmatic view that OHS was an area that cannot be diluted and must 
be implemented in the authentic form to get the maximum benefits.   
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Research Summary 
Leaders need to readjust to the need for safer workplaces. Having the right leadership style is only 
the beginning. Underpinning leadership is culture which directly relates to knowledge, experience 
and ownership.  
As safety culture is integral in effective safety leadership, leaders with strong determination, goal 
setting mindset and safety focus will be in a position to alter behavioral change, resulting in 
acceptance of responsibility of their own actions. An effective leader must set OHS goals that:  
 Are realistic and attainable.  
 Should improve the organization’s safety performance.  
 Involve all the people in the goal-setting process.  
 Are well developed to achieve each goal.  
The employer’s duty of care formed part of the OHS Act 2000 which was the principal legislation 
that covered OHS in all NSW workplaces during the period of this research. It was designed to 
reduce the number of injuries in the workplace and made the health safety and welfare of 
employees the employer’s responsibility.  And this responsibility was a shared one because the 
term 'employer' can include the whole management chain from the chief executive officer perhaps 
down to the line supervisor. Therefore each level of management is responsible for OHS within 
his/her area of authority. 
An employer under the 2000 Act had to:  
 Provide safe premises, plant, equipment and systems of work and ensure they were 
maintained properly,  
 Ensure substances found in the workplace were safely used, handled, stored and 
transported,  
 Ensure the workplace had safe means of access and exit,  
 Provide necessary information, instruction, training and supervision so that employees 
have the knowledge they needed to work in a way that didn’t endanger health or safety, 
 Look after the health and safety of visitors, 
 Provide and maintain a safe and healthy working environment,  
 Provide information to employees about any plant, equipment or substances used in the 
workplace. Information such as precautions and conditions needed for their safe use, 
potential health and safety problems arising from use and the results of research carried 
out on substances or plant.  
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Management must not only fully understand OHS legislation but also comply and demonstrate a 
commitment to it, according to the 2000 Act’s due diligence. This involved developing strategies 
and providing adequate resources to manage OHS in the workplace, highlighting the key 
accountability of all. In order to comply with the OHS legislative requirements, leaders had to: 
 Consider safety issues when purchasing equipment or chemicals  
 Plan to do jobs safely and think about the safety of everyday work processes  
 Discuss safety matters with employees  
 Train employees in safe procedures  
 Inspect workplaces regularly  
 Act on all reports of hazards and injury  
 Follow safety procedures  
 Wear protective equipment provided - hearing, gloves etc.  
 Report hazards and injuries  
 Keep work area clean and clean-up spills  
 Consider the safety of others 
The above points clearly dictated the journey Hungry Jack’s had taken since 2003 and the results 
achieved to date, impressing upon the importance of following the law, relative to the 
maintenance of workplace OHS culture, climate and leadership. 
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Conclusion 
 
It has been a learning journey, one that practically highlighted the significance of understanding 
people and how workplace behaviours influenced safety if promoted correctly through the effective 
use of safety leadership. Conducting this research at Hungry Jack’s NSW was an ice breaker, 
meaning it gave me as a researcher a full insights into how young people related to OHS, how their 
lack of workplace safety awareness affected workplace behaviour, the fact that these young 
employees understood the difference between right and wrong and a reflection of their ideas of 
creating a safer workplace, yet ignored it, perhaps consciously and sub-consciously. It gave me 
the motivation to scrutinize further and appreciate why safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership were critical in the implementation of safety at work as identified as 3 critical elements 
of safety at work. Psychologically, it allowed me to recognize what makes a safe place to work – 
with fewer injuries and employees who were educated and informed about the risks of unsafe 
behaviours. The three main constructs, safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership as 
discussed in previous chapters were the guiding principles that established the need for 
organisational change. This research highlighted the critical importance of various factors that 
interplayed in the creation of a safer workplace. I was surprised to find that given the QSR sector 
was growing at an exponential rate in Australia, the fact that the QSR industry employed young 
employees, no research had been undertaken to identify the missing gaps – and that was to 
investigate how the QSR sector promoted safety at work. Never the less, this research has 
highlighted key factors that needed to be given a detailed thought, as the participants that were 
interviewed during the data gathering stages of the research had shared invaluable views, both 
positive as well as negative and contributed by way of information, outlining the missing link in the 
implementation of safe practice – safety leadership. It was evident that the employees wanted to 
be part of the action; however it was the lack of understanding of the required OHS concepts that 
kept them ill-informed and isolated, perhaps. Employees regardless of age must be educated and 
informed as well as engaged, if the organisation was to maintain a safer workplace. The research 
clearly labelled the importance of employee behaviours which were influenced and controlled 
through the Hungry Jack’s safety management system, applied as a learning tool by the 
implementation and fostering of a safety culture. However, the safety management system was 
only a guideline that assisted in the creation and establishment of the OHS practice, how it was 
implemented and measured was up to senior management who dictate the overall organisational 
culture and success.   
 
In the context of workplace safety, the implementation of OHS practice was considered critical. 
This research had identified various factors that contribute to the success of safety in the workplace. 
To put in perspective, one could say that the order of safety in a workplace can be summed up as 
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follows. For an organisation to be effective in safety, it first needed to design a safety management 
system, that comprised OHS policies, procedures and processes addressing the nature of work, 
how it was carried out and the safety elements that were added in the procedures itself that were 
clearly labelled and employees were encouraged to follow the guidelines, established by the 
introduction of safety culture. But that was not enough. Training must be provided too as a resource 
to educate the employees on the use of the procedures. Further, the employees must be monitored 
to ensure all procedures were followed. It had to be consistent throughout the organisation. Further, 
additional checks had to be introduced as part of the safety management system to ensure that the 
procedures were followed by the employees and the managers. Results must be measured, 
monitored and communicated as part of the organisational safety climate. To maintain safe 
practice, good performance must be rewarded and recognised by the organisation. Similarly, if 
gaps were identified they must be corrected and monitored according to the principles of safety 
leadership. It was of importance to know that when safety becomes the focal point, people will 
participate and collaborate. It had to be built into the position description of all employees; top down 
from senior management and every employee must be engaged in the implementation, 
measurement and review of the safety management systems regularly. To help you understand 
how safety impacts workplace behaviour, one needs to see safety as a daily function of the job. 
Using Guldenmund’s theory as indicated above, safety starts from the top, if senior managers are 
focused on safety it helps drive the key message to the individual which was summed up as the 
organisational culture.   
 
Applying Guldenmund’s theory, and conducting this research, helped me as a researcher in 
summarising the key elements of OHS and its critical role in the creation of a safe workplace. 
Finally, as discussed in this chapter, the fact that safety leadership was central in establishing a 
positive safety culture, this research firmly confirmed that the safety results attained by Hungry 
Jack’s NSW was a result of safety leadership. 
 
Central to the arguments was that the safety management system was an integral component in 
the implementation of safety in the workplace. The success that Hungry Jack’s NSW observed from 
2003 till 2008 was based on the fact that the company had invested in the need for a safety 
management system, a documented policy and procedure as a way to educate and inspire the 
employees on the critical importance of safety at work. As Guldenmund (2000) suggested, once a 
safety management system that addressed the key needs of the business was identified, the next 
step was to ensure that at an organisational level, the senior managers were in the position to drive 
safety in the workplace. Table 2 Raw Data shows the improvements Hungry Jack’s made during 
the case study period. 74.10% agreed that safety culture was excellent, with 81.50% saying that 
the communication level in the business had a significant impact on the implementation of OHS. 
Further, 86% agreed that Training was practical and impactful. This was evident during the semi 
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structure focus group discussions during which all employees that were interviewed commented 
on the fact that senior managers were the drivers and implementers of safety in a workplace. The 
manifestation of safety culture, safety climate and safety leadership at Hungry Jack’s NSW was 
evident during the data gathering stages through the participant’s interest in the subject matter. 
Guldenmund reinforces the findings of this research which is that safety leadership starts at an 
organisational level. It was the senior managers that drove the need for a safe workplace at an 
organisational level. Quinlan claimed that safety becomes one of the KPIs that must be given 
importance by management. As the safety management system is being introduced into the 
organisation, the employees must be engaged concurrently. Reason was of the view that the 
employees must be explained why safety was important and how it will benefit them. They must 
also be educated and trained. The safety management system must be clearly launched so that 
there is no confusion, establishing a strong organisational culture with a buy in from all. This was 
where the senior managers played an important role in Hungry Jack’s NSW, and that was to ensure 
that all employees were correctly informed and that they understood the requirements of the safety 
management system and was willing to use the policies and procedures as indicated. If employees 
diverge from these systems, this would create sub cultures which can be detrimental to safety 
performance in the long term. As discussed above, setting the right organisational culture starts 
with explaining the expectations, rewards and consequences. Cultures are created by individuals, 
influenced by groups. Guldenmund’s theory was relevant as it was individuals that created the 
culture. As indicated earlier, a safe workplace can be observed and experienced from a distance – 
when all procedures are followed, one can feel that the workplace has its priorities in order. 
Employees are happy and they understand what safety is. The workplace is freer of accidents and 
employees are in a position to identify and act on risks. Just like with any business review, safety 
climate can also be measured, at all levels – be it organisational, group or individual. Reporting on 
safety is a key indicator of how the organisation has performed. For example, injury rates, in 
particular those that comprise lost time, employee behaviour, and workers’ compensation 
insurance premium to mention a few are strong measurements that indicate the success of safety 
performance. At a group level, it can be seen through the use of the safety checklists, corrective 
actions reports, safety meetings as well as training and education. Similarly, the measure which is 
the most prominent could be seen at an individual level, as it is the individuals that make up the 
group. Behaviour is measured in the actual workplace whereby one can see how the employees 
act and behave towards safety. Use of the right resources, like PPE, following the correct 
procedures, acting on risk even with simple pro-active actions like sweeping up rubbish or mopping 
wet floors are some indicators that suggest that safety is in practice. Most importantly, this 
behaviour translates into safer workplace which in turn contributes to the reduction of lost time 
injuries and injury costs. The indirect effects of a safe workplace is happy employees, reduced sick 
days, less absenteeism and conflict as well as employees that are willing to work as a team.  The 
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research findings explain how Hungry Jack’s NSW managed to develop a positive safety culture 
and the benefits it gained from the process – an interesting and worthwhile case study. 
 
The aim of the research was to: 
1. Determine whether to what extent safety culture, safety climate and safety 
leadership are key elements in improving the industry’s safety performance.   
2. Identify the role of workplace leadership in OHS performance and injury 
management in the industry sector. 
3. Assess the role of leadership, education and OHS systems design as an approach 
to improving safety performance 
 
Additional Research Questions: 
1. To establish whether or not managers and employees in the QSR are given the 
appropriate training, education and knowledge in OHS procedures.  
2. To identify what constitutes a safe culture and whether or not such a safety culture 
can lead to improved safety performance; if so; 
3. Which elements of safety culture are the most beneficial in this regard? 
 
 
I am pleased to add, in conclusion of this research, the above stated research objectives were 
finally reached. This research has been a working journey, meaning the findings have been closely 
monitored and implemented in a real workplace at Hungry Jack’s NSW and in all the CFAL business 
across Australia. It revealed that the focus on OHS came to the realisation by the management that 
when systems are developed and followed, it works.  In this case study, Hungry Jack’s defied all 
variables and challenges proving that when focus is created, it adds value to the business. An 
extremely successful learning journey. 
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Appendix  
 
The semi-structured focus groups was designed to elicit information with regards to safety in the 
workplace. This case study research took place in 2008, after the implementation of the project in 
2005. The idea was to understand how the employees of Hungry Jack’s NSW absorbed workplace 
safety and their views of this practice. Three special Pilot Groups was set in place, with twelve 
specific questions pertaining to safety was investigated to understand how each group from three 
specific major demographics; Northern NSW, Sydney Central CBD and Southern NSW, understood 
safety at work. The twelve questions were designed, to seek the participant’s knowledge, 
understanding and views of workplace safety with respect to injuries at work. The idea was to 
generate themes to qualify their perceptions of OHS and then to conduct further thirteen semi-
structured focus groups to validate the themes. The themes were crossed referenced to the 
literature to qualify various authors’ thoughts on OHS and the impact it had in the workplace, using 
Hungry Jack’s NSW as a case study for this purpose.  Further 870 individual interviews were held 
to qualify employee understanding of the safety concepts and practical application at work. These 
870 individual interviews provided the scope of the culture that Hungry Jack had with regards to 
the perception of safety at work. To reach the research aims, the data from the semi-structured 
focus groups, along with the measurement of safety at Hungry Jack’s was used to confirm how 
critical it was to follow the OHS legislative requirements, more importantly the impact OHS safety 
had in the business. To justify the analysis and outcomes of the research, the workers 
‘compensation dashboard was used to monitor and measure the end results. 
 
Written below is the raw data, notes from the semi-structured group discussions, as and when held. 
The notes are a combination of paraphrased dialogue, as well as actual statements. The reason 
for the combination of paraphrased and actual dialogue it was easier to paraphrase to maintain the 
authenticity of the dialogue. The semi-structured groups was facilitated in a controlled environment, 
meaning each questions was raised once, providing the platform for the participants to share their 
thoughts on the subject. The total duration of the discussions was approximately 2 hours, at times 
on went overtime.   
 
The first organised discussions was with the three Pilot Groups. The idea was to present the twelve 
questions for general discussions. The participants was advised of the themes the analysis was 
developing in order to test the aims of the research. As the discussions continued, I highlighted key 
points of interest the participants shared, matching to the aims of the research. After each Pilot, I 
concluded with the main discussion points of interest, closely tied to the research aims. By the end 
of the three Pilots, 9 themes emerged as hot topics which were quantified with my Thesis 
Supervisor, linked to the interest of the research, which was the foundations of this study. The 
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emergence of these themes developed the narrative for the research, which was then utilised to 
confirm whether the aims of the research was reached and how. 
 
To further validate these, thirteen semi-structured focus groups were conducted to understand how 
they all viewed the 9 themes.  The methodology applied to this research was on two folds: 
1. Literature Reviews 
2. Semi- Structured Focus Groups 
 
Marked in the 3 Pilot Groups are key points of interest that lead to the identification of the 9 
Themes as the narratives for this research. 
 
Please note: The discussions below were captured as they were discussed during the 
semi-structured focus groups.  Some dialogue was paraphrased whilst most remained the 
way they were delivered. 
 
Pilot 1 
12 August 2008 
City CBD – Middle Managers (10) 
Raw Data 
 
Communications has become the most critical. OHS is about communication. Good 
communications with managers in the company has improved and is great to see that since the 
introduction of OHS, the level of communications has vastly improved allowing managers to 
communicate about OHS issues in the business. Since the introduction of OHS systems, the 
Restaurant Managers’ [RMs] have started to contribute towards the business first, they feel 
comfortable talking about OHS and secondly, they now understand what OHS is. It is not about 
“Tick and Flick”. OHS is a legal responsibility. We still feel though that whilst at the middle 
management level, we are ensuring all procedures and OHS systems are followed, we are not sure 
if senior managers, and the organization have fully embraced OHS as a focus point. There seems 
to be some inconsistencies in communication and the focus seems to shift depending on the 
business performance for the month. The participants mentioned that it seems costs drove the 
business interest, meaning if the company made profits during the month, certain repairs were 
carried out but if the business was not profitable, then no repairs would be conducted which meant 
employees were exposed to risks. 
 
Managers now have a better understanding about injury management. This information has also 
been passed down to staff. It is critical that the training is continuously reinforced as the minute this 
 141 
 
focus is taken away, the OHS systems slip backwards, and hence it is inconsistent as times. What 
managers don’t understand is that in our line of business, everything that we do is dictated by OHS.  
The participants added that managers must prioritise their focus, and given that they work in a high 
pressured environment, safety must be given the utmost focus. 
 
The other point that needs to be understood is that these days, safety is the most important aspect 
of our working lives. The managers have started to understand that the resources provided has to 
be used for the benefit of all parties concerned, but most importantly, we must understand that we 
are “managing a younger workforce”. 
 
The issue that still needs to be addressed is that many managers, both the new, young and the 
seniors sometimes do not see safety as an important element of the business. This is the main 
issue, they confirmed. The day this culture changes, our people will understand what safety is.  Call 
me cynical, but perhaps managers will understand OHS and workplace safety when a fatality in 
their own workplace occurs – a nasty thing to say, but it feels like that at times. Is this the ultimate 
sacrifice for an organization to implement OHS?  If profit is the driving factor, then let OHS slip to 
the bottom of the relevance ladder and hope that there would not be a serious incident. This is a 
huge risk that the organization is taking. However not all is bad. We have a great opportunity to 
change all of this, provided the senior managers and the organization support the cause. The 
participants were extremely nervous and concerned at the same time, as they believed that the 
OHS standards were inconsistent between restaurants, alluding to the fact that some managers 
were on their game while most did not care, as to them it was not important. 
 
How important is leadership? When working with young staff, leadership is absolutely critical. You 
need to demonstrate a very strong leadership skill. We as managers need to also understand that 
there are many influences in our business, therefore maintaining our focus and creating an 
environment where people take ownership is vital. It is the ownership that is currently lacking in our 
business. Hence, our job is becoming very difficult. Training is sufficient but the question that we 
need to ask is why we are being trained when there is no accountability? The participants pointed 
out that senior managers, those that were in charge of the business displayed lack of concern. 
There are so many factors that affect how people behave.  For example: age, training requirements 
of each staff is different, maturing, ownership, time and other constraints of the business that makes 
our lives very difficult. 
 
Some managers take OHS seriously while others don’t. The culture in some restaurant is also just 
to complete the task, and these managers really do not complete OHS tasks from their hearts. This 
is just another job that has to be completed. From a managers’ perspective, OHS is great but hard 
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to manage, it’s too much work, takes up valuable time. All restaurants are different. In some stores 
where the leader,  the RM has driven OHS, the stores are very good, safe and consistent 
performers. In the other stores this is the opposite. The reason I think that is the case, is because 
people are different, attitudes are different, age, other priorities, the level of understanding. This 
has also to do with team work – working together and most importantly understanding what the 
company goals are. Other issues that I can tell you about is that I as a middle managers sometimes 
feel that I am left behind, as I am not involved with any decision making in the business. This needs 
to change as I feel that I have no say about my own store – so how can I take ownership when the 
company continues to make decision without involving me. Urgent issues are not looked at.  We 
feel that the issue with OHS is maintenance. Because we are driven by costs, sometimes we cannot 
fix broken equipment because we need to make a profit.  While we can see that this is creating a 
risk for our staff, it also changes the culture of our business. This is where we are caught with 
difficult situations that we are forced to run a business without proper resources. 
 
The other issue is that our stores are very busy and we don’t always have the time to micro manage 
each staff.  Also there are too many focus areas.  The participants confirmed that as the business 
was very heavily customer focused, at most times safety was not an agenda item, it had no 
relevance or did not have the same weight as sales and profits. The quality of work is reducing 
simply because we are “just completing a task” – tick and flick which has become common in the 
workplace. Whilst we know that this is wrong we continue to perform in such a manner simply 
because our work pressures have increased over the years.  We can see that OHS is a great tool 
and has great systems that can make work practices better. The real issue that we face daily is 
that the staff are very young and the just simply do not care about their work. The attitudes of some 
of these staff are not right. We see that there is a big difference in young people these days.  It is 
either that they are ignorant or just simply do not want to follow the right procedures.  Most of them 
think that they “know it all” and they also feel that OHS is not their job. This is coming from the 
young people that we work with. With regards to our managers, well it is the same. If we compare 
the age levels of these managers, it has significantly reduced over the years. The younger the 
manager, the harder it is to manage the business, I guess as they don’t have the understanding of 
any leadership and how to guide the staff. Whilst the OHS courses and the tool that were developed 
are great, the single most important issue is that how do we keep the stores accident free? We are 
not here 24/7. Sometimes we are concerned about our own welfare as these young employees 
have different ideas and challenges. Sometimes we are so involved in solving OHS issues that we 
forget that we have a business to run. There are so many things to worry about. We are concerned, 
but it seems sometimes that senior managers are not. Will increasing staff age help fix the issues?  
Well, I don’t think that it will fix the issues but it will at least reduce the risks and will perhaps help 
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our staff take more responsibility at work. This will perhaps help change the culture of the 
organization, provided management make OHS the prime focus. 
 
The key aspects of OHS are ownership, commitment, demonstrating the right leadership, 
communications and culture. In my store, this is actually in place as it assists in establishing best 
practice. Yes we also face all these issues, but if the leader is strong and is following up with their 
teams, then the risks are reduced. The other issue is that the consistency of information needs to 
be retained. Every manager from senior level to junior staff need to be aware of all the safety 
procedures. We as managers and the company needs to be proactive rather than reactive.  We 
sometimes only act when things go wrong, and even then we only focus on the issue for a short 
time. This culture needs to change so that we are moving the company in the right direction.  This 
needs to be made clear by the company. Whilst there is a budget for all restaurants, this budget 
only addresses the restaurant requirements. It does not allow for managers to spend the resources 
where it is most required. Other issue that we need to address is that our business is not set up to 
look at the OHS issues in our business. We have a narrow focus on OHS. The decisions are 
primarily made to address operational issues which bypass OHS. This is where planning is not 
present at all. For example: when rolling out of procedures, products or new equipment etc. The 
managers are not consulted at all. Due to these issues, managers are working on more risks and 
have to spend time fixing operational issues that have a greater risk and exposure which allows for 
accidents to occur. There is not support from the company to change this culture. The other issue 
is that manager managers and staff do not understand why accidents happen in the first place. It 
is a flaw in the system. One issue that we have found as the RM is that managers and crew are 
not held responsible. This needs to change.  Maybe this will change if managers are given more 
time to work with other managers and staff.  Perhaps this needs to be streamlined with training. 
The right calibre of manager’s – some manager’s take on OHS really well, whilst other just don’t 
care at all.  Why?  There are many factors, but some important factors are manager’s age and the 
amount of work that this piled on the manager these days is increasing. The other reasons are that 
managers are focused on the sales and profits.  OHS is not on the agenda for some.  The points 
to note that some managers are there just be a short term.  The issue here is breaking through the 
culture.  Stores that have great OHS culture have people that are really good.  Stores that have 
poor OHS systems have poor managers.  This influences the culture of the managers and obviously 
staff. 
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Pilot 2 
12 August 2008 
City – Middle Managers (10) 
Raw Data 
Crew knowledge has definitely improved over the last 3 years or so. This is due to the training that 
we give to all our crew with regards to OHS.  Previous to the training, we used to have a lot of 
issues with basic knowledge but now with the modules, their OHS knowledge has significantly 
improved which also assists the business and the managers as well.  Whilst the managers are 
happy with this level of output, we are still concerned as many crew are just there to perform the 
task and they do not follow the basic procedures.  Whilst they have the knowledge, they just don’t 
pay attention. We think that this is due to age, maturity and also if the leader is weak, you will see 
that the restaurant has a lot of issues with OHS and general housekeeping rules. It is interesting 
that you asked this question. Leadership applies at all levels of management. The issue is that 
most managers do not have any leadership qualities and this is probably the reason why we see 
OHS issues from time to time. The other issue is that teamwork plays a role as well. Positive 
teamwork creates positive environment which rubs off on OHS culture.  If we change the culture, 
we can change OHS perception in the workplace. It is good to see that we have a lot of signs.  
Young people generally don’t like to read and seeing a sign, they get the message.  While this is 
good, knowledge is critical and we must continue to test their knowledge and skills. 
 
The communication level has also improved which is great. Now we get all the OHS update.  Whilst 
the information flow is great, the implementation still has to be questioned.  Managers see the 
information daily but the question is what are they doing with the information?  Are they using the 
information to their advantage? The answer is no, claimed the participants. Generally, managers 
see OHS information as more work so they ignore the information, they said.  What they don’t 
realize is that OHS is important for everybody. I guess one of the reasons why they don’t pay 
attention is that they see OHS as their boss’s job. Secondly, managers are so busy meeting the 
needs to the business that they don’t have the time to deal with these issues. This culture needs to 
change. The other issue is that some managers and staff have the attitude that everything will be 
ok at work. They take OHS very lightly because their bosses are not focused on OHS as well. We 
also have other points that needs to be seriously taken on board.  Most of the time, we feel that the 
company doesn’t want to hear from us.  The approach to building or changes to procedures is top 
down approach.  We are not even consulted. The assumption is that all stores, managers and staff 
are the same so everyone will understand the issues.  This is not how things work.  People are 
different and have different views – we must get the buy in from all managers and staff.  What I 
have found in my own store is that if you take the time and explain to crew and managers why we 
are doing certain things, they understand and are happy to assist with the change. Other issues 
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are that age is a factor that we know already. Young people are exposed to high risks at work.  
Diversity is another issue that we have to deal with. Language barriers at work are also a growing 
issue. The mix of the staff is not right due to the market condition. Then you would question the 
maturity factor – staff being young – young in their minds – they just don’t think. The main issue is 
communications.  With growing diversity and pressures on the managers, the communication is 
widening between crew and managers. Everyone is focused on what the company expects you to 
do and that is to improve sales. On one hand we have great OHS systems, great communications, 
but in reality, the gap is widening because of our job roles. Senior managers do not see OHS as 
important as the business KPI’s. We as managers feel that the company needs to take OHS 
seriously and address issues nationally. 
 
The other important point to note is that whilst OHS is not hard, it also depends on the manager.  If 
the manager wants, they can change OHS in their restaurants. This is all about initiative and 
responsibility. If the manager wants they can change things. If every manager thinks the same way, 
this will impact the organization which then will change the OHS culture. Perhaps the company 
should drive this point home with all staff and managers. Make OHS a corporate initiative. Get 
people to buy in the program. Maybe have all managers and senior managers need to attend the 
same course. Open lines of communications at all levels. What we feel is that the education is 
missing. We need to see the big picture.  As training is critical, once people see that OHS training 
is a must, they may take ownership and change the safety culture. Issues that need to be addressed 
are, discipline – for managers and staff both and review training. Have OHS training for staff as 
well. Maybe look at PPI.  This may be seen as a positive lead indicator.  Give rewards to good 
performers. It is will be important if our staff is involved with OHS responsibilities.  This would be a 
great way to make changes. Get people involved. While we do this at our stores, the real issue is 
that these staff is not motivated.  When we call for a meeting, most don’t attend. 
I don’t agree with this as this is totally to do with our leadership.  If we have good positive culture, 
staff will follow. Train all managers to start talking about safety at work. This will assist with changing 
the focus and the environment.  Safety is important as it not only applies to staff but to customers 
as well.  Everything we do deal with safety. I cannot believe that managers and the company don’t 
see if from my perspective.  This is just probably human nature.  Sometimes we don’t see the value 
of safety as work is in our way. The brand is not only about the product and about service; it is also 
to do with safety - Imaging having a fatality at work.  I am sure that the whole brand will be affected 
by that. 
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Pilot 3 
19 August 2008 
Inner West – Junior Managers / Senior Crew (10) 
Raw Data 
 
Managers have a better understanding of OHS now as the communications has improved.  Even 
crew have some understanding of OHS requirements as we constantly talk to crew about OHS, 
however I believe that we can do a lot more than what we are currently doing.  Most staff show a 
lot of interest which is good; however it all comes down to the manager. If the manager is focused 
on OHS, the staff generally follows.  If the manager is not focused on OHS, the staff will not care. 
When I started, there was no OHS in Hungry Jack’s. I am very pleased that now we have OHS 
systems in place. In comparison to my previous workplaces, Hungry Jack’s has great OHS systems 
which are very good.  I never understood what OHS till I attended the course and then was given 
the OHS responsibilities in my restaurant. Since then, my level of knowledge and understanding 
has improved. I believe that this is due to the fact that a. I am mature, and b. I have taken this 
responsibility and C. because I love OHS.  This is another point that needs to be taken on board. 
Not everyone will take OHS seriously. You need to have a passion to start with – just like everything 
else we love. My biggest concern is that we are working with young staff and most just don’t care. 
Yes age is an issue, but most importantly this staffs just don’t see the importance of OHS, hence it 
makes the manager’s job very difficult.  In some cases, you could say that the knowledge is limited, 
but the most important factor is that these staff are very young and they do not see what we see.  I 
guess they have not responsibility. I work as a crew and you can see that they staff don’t want to 
follow procedures.  They are just there to earn money.  They will do what they are told.  If you don’t 
explain things in detail, they will follow shortcuts.  Most crew think that they are heroes. We 
constantly explain to the young staff of how to safety perform the job.  When we are there with 
them, they will do it.  When we are not there, they will not do what they should.  I also think that this 
is to do with Culture.  We at Hungry Jack’s will have to change the culture.  Everyone will need to 
speak the same language. 
 
The senior crew believed that they have developed and learnt new skills which improved their OHS 
knowledge. They claimed that running an OHS class for crew was better and should also look at 
the frequency of the courses, so that it reinforces the basics. They thought that the biggest issue 
was slips and trips as crew just don’t follow the right procedure for a few reasons. They thought 
whilst age is the factor, the main reason is that the task had to be done.  When targets are in place, 
people push the barriers to achieve the targets for example – fast service.  The other issue is that 
some young crew take longer to learn. It is based on the individual. Some understand quicker than 
others. It also depends on what level of maturity and experience they have. The issue with training 
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is that it is in place but young crew will have to learn to take ownership and communicate with 
others. Crew also have to learn to read materials of the crew notice board so that they are informed, 
but it is the manager that needs to set the right tone and culture. This will improve the leadership 
and culture in the workplace.  Most people are very careless as they don’t see their workplace as 
a place where people network. Time is also a constraint.  We have so much to do and the managers 
are constantly demanding tasks to be completed.  Sometimes managers see us doing the wrong 
things and they accept that as well because they are also under the same pressure from their boss. 
I am sure that the boss is also under the same pressure. Yes the company is totally committed, but 
it needs to define its objectives.  What do we want to achieve from OHS. We need to walk and talk 
safety all the time. The other issue is that we all must start the communications between states. 
Corrective actions take too long to be rectified. Some managers just fill the documents because 
they have to do, but they don’t see the value in implementing the corrective actions.  The same 
applies with senior managers, they shared. 
 
Additional Discussion4 
19 August 2008 
Inner West – Middle Managers (6) 
Raw Data 
Since I started working for Hungry Jack’s, I never before came across the level of OHS that was 
being implemented in the stores.  This is a good thing as I now understand what OHS is all about.  
Before Hungry Jack’s, I never worked in an environment where there was so much focus on OHS.  
The issue that I see is that OHS is all upon the manager that is on shift.  If the managers follow all 
the right procedures, things will not go wrong, but if the managers are not focused, things will go 
wrong.  What I say to the managers is that if things go wrong, then there is a flaw in the system. 
The staffs are also part of the puzzle, but our job as senior managers is to ensure all staff are 
following the right systems. Whilst there are a lot of barriers that we constantly need to be aware 
of, there are things that managers can do to control OHS.  First, be a strong leader.  In my store 
OHS is great because I am on top of it.  In other stores OHS is not right as the leader shows 
weaknesses or does not care. 
 
Keep in mind that our staffs are young.  We need to be cautious as to how we pass the message.  
We need to be careful not to overload them with information, but follow up with them to ensure that 
they understand. Communication is the key. Sometimes it is hard to keep up with OHS as our line 
of business is very demanding. We have a number of barriers – young people, long operating 
hours, environment, maturity, different mangers with different views, educations level and most 
importantly, we have to make money.  An injury sometimes is not as important as sales and profits. 
Training is good.  We need some staff training on OHS courses.  This may help, but I am not sure 
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what impact this would have. I think the real issue is that market.  These days, young people just 
don’t want to work to start off with.  I am surprised that they don’t even want to read.  They just 
don’t concentrate. 
 
The other issue is that our managers are very young.  They are slightly older than the crew and 
most times they just go with the flow – they merge in the behaviour.  They are not in a position to 
correct wrong behaviour. 
 
The company really may need to drive the focus so that everyone is OHS focused. They have great 
tools, but the culture needs to change from the top and not from the bottom up. At this stage, we 
are driving culture change from the bottom up. If our senior managers don’t understand OHS, then 
we have no chance.  Given our barriers, I still believe that we have great OHS but it can be better.  
May be, we need to look at hiring older staff and getting our mix right. 
 
Additional Discussion 
19 August 2008 
Inner West – Junior Managers and Crew (6) 
Raw Data 
 
We have noticed great improvement in OHS over the years. I think that we are heading in the right 
direction.  It feels great to come to work knowing that you are safe and most importantly my 
colleagues are safe as well.  As a crew, we feel that the OHS training that we have been given is 
a great tool that we apply not only at work but outside of work as well.  It is a discipline that I have 
learnt.  As a manager, I am surprised as to how much OHS training there is. This is good for all of 
us that I have personally learnt a lot from working for Hungry Jack’s. In comparison to be previous 
employer, we never used to have any OHS training. The knowledge level of all our crew and 
managers have definitely improved.  The issue that we have is the consistency level.  Staff are 
young. Some are not as mature for their age.  The managers are young.  Most importantly, most 
people get into bad habits that we need to keep under control. Personally, what I have found is that 
OHS and leadership is inter related.  If you have a positive leadership style, OHS is going to be 
inline as you will see things and fix them as you go. With this also comes communications.  We 
need to constantly address issues and talk about it.  Once we are doing this, you will find that staff 
will take ownership. These factors play an important role in OHS.  Also talk about positive changes 
that we have seen at work.  Talk to crew how safety can improve.  In our store, we have had no 
injuries simply because of all the reasons that I have just explained. 
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Most managers think that OHS is a lot of work – well it is not.  Everything that we do is linked to 
OHS in the first place. This also comes down to personal pride and achievement. In this store, our 
people always want to win. We do the right thing because we want to have a good positive working 
culture. Yes we also have all the constraints of life – but do we sit back and take it as an excuse or 
do we continue working towards a better outcome.  Well that what we do.  We talk, we action and 
we follow up. We must make sure that our leadership is consistent. We do this through training and 
follow up. We involve all crew.  Yes they are young, but this is why as managers we need to spend 
good quality time with them. It is about teamwork and positive feedback.  As a crew I see that the 
store seems to have a good working order. You just cannot do the wrong thing because you feel 
guilty. Well that just sums what I have just talked about.  It is about strong leadership and motivation.  
Keep your people on your side. 
 
Yes the company is totally committed but we need to change our attitude from just ticking a box to 
actually doing the right thing. If all managers started thinking positively, the culture of our business 
will change. Having the right leader in OHS is critical.  As you can see that my store has a very 
strong leader simply because my boss is strong. OHS is the foundations of any manager.  If a 
manager really wants to implement safe practices, they can.  It is all about priorities.  Take OHS 
seriously.  Be proactive and not reactive. 
 
 
Focus Group 1 
26 August 2008 
Franchise / North / South / West / East Sydney – 17 Trainee Managers 
Raw Data 
Since the introduction of the safety modules it has made the crew more aware and also the 
managers. The issue is that the safety modules need to be used thoroughly.  This has not been 
used at this very moment. The idea is to improve this level of knowledge as it does affect the 
knowledge base of the young crew. The role of the managers is critical. It also applies to the 
managers as well. The franchise managers also points out that they also have seen a difference in 
their restaurants. They are really applying the knowledge.  Staff has become very aware of the 
issues.  They also understand the pros and cons of safety.  The manager claims that they are 
happy with the changes and the drive in OHS. The employees know that they are responsible and 
they take care better. The managers are forced to understand the issues. In general, all staff are 
given the right tool. The issue is that managers have to take a shared responsibility and become 
leaders in the business. This is our main concern as some managers do not take on this well. Some 
of the negative concerns is that the lack of training in the basic procedures.  The checklists are not 
using the right checklists and this is a concern.  Some stores do it well but some don’t do it well at 
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all. This is reflected by the managers. I believe that there is not formalized training on completing 
proper training. The induction training also lacks. I come from Coles and yes they have the OHS 
systems and the records were not right but HJPL has a better system. The young people also need 
to be given the OHS training.  One of the issues that I have noticed is that the age of the staff is 
also a concern.  The issue is that the company needs to emphasise how important OHS is.  The 
issue is that we are very busy, but more important is that we must all work together as a team.  
Other issues that we face are that the stores lack room.   
 
Crew are not inducted correctly and there needs to be more emphasis on OHS.  They must take 
on the ownership.  Crew also needs to be trained on ownership and we must explain how OHS is 
critical. Managers think that OHS is the OHS manager’s responsibility but it is not.  We all need to 
be involved. Maybe have photos in place so that the staff is aware of the dangers of OHS.  Training 
is critical.  Once people are shown the visual pictures, people will react. Good to see that HJPL has 
a lot of sign and posters, but it needs to be constantly reinforced.  The other point to note is that 
we need to get the young staff involved in all OHS decision making process.  By doing this, it will 
bring the whole team together - Training people.  Ensure that I train all my staff.  I believe that I can 
do this better as I now understand what OHS is about. It is about communications.  We need to 
communicate at all levels, with our staff and beyond. More posters are required. More follow up 
from senior managers so that the culture will change.  In stores were the DM is more focused, there 
people seem to be very heavily involved with OHS and the stores are safer.  We also see that some 
managers just don’t care and is reflected by poor performance. No because at the grass root levels, 
the basic issues is not taken into account.  The issue is that most managers don’t realize how this 
affects the environment.  This is not right.  It may be simple issues but this should not occur.  
Managers should take action. 
 
Our industry is dominated by young people.  Most people take risks.  The managers need to be 
aware of the OHS issues. It also depends on the maturity levels of the managers.  Younger 
managers are exposed to risks which makes our lives very difficult.  Young managers leading 
young people are a real issue.  The market change is helping.  Whilst these managers are young 
and have the right temptations of leadership, they are not in the right frame of mind to utilize their 
leadership skills as they just don’t understand. 
The issue is also recruitment.  We need to change our business strategies to hire older staff.  This 
may influence safety. The issue is that the business cannot afford the costs of labour so that 
alternatively is that we need to training and monitor better. In comparison to safety, I can see that 
McDonalds do things better than us.  They probably spend more time in developing their systems. 
Maybe they have the funds but the turning point was that they fixed OHS after the fatality.  Is OHS 
reactive?  Should OHS be proactive? On paper, it seems that HJPL is very committed, but the 
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issue is that it depends on the managers.  Some managers follow the rules and other will not.  This 
creates a flaw in the systems.  This is my concern.  We need to be committed and maintain our 
consistency.  Whilst on paper is good, practice changes culture. Yes there is a OHS focus in the 
workplace.  When I first walked into HJPL, I could not believe that how stores were so tidy and 
showed how the OHS was in place.  You can smell safety. The stores are highly hazardous, and it 
is up to the manager to control this.  In comparison to my previous workplace, HJPL does OHS 
very well. I think that it is important that managers need to understand that our role is critical.  
Leadership is the corner stone for OHS.  Set good examples – encourage people and reward 
accordingly. Yes the employees are safety conscious, but it is the managers that need to take this 
under control.  They are the ones that need to drive OHS.  Yes they see OHS as critical, but there 
focus is on tick and flick.  This depends on the stores managers – leadership. I think that retraining 
is critical.  Some crew have ego issues – they think that they are really good. This has not continued.  
We are dealing with a younger work force. Yes they do but needs to be brought in earlier.  This 
should be part of the induction process.  Maybe have videos on OHS. This should be used in the 
inductions that reflect the current market issues such as lifting etc.  This will also create consistency 
in the delivery on information.  We need to go with technology. Have the OHS courses that address 
OHS for all crew and managers.  This needs to be repeated and used frequently. 
 
The resources are there but it is the matter of if it is used effectively. Training is one issue. It comes 
down to one to one training.  This is where the manager needs to implement what they have learnt. 
It has to be interactive. Maybe with safety meetings, have role plays to demonstrate the need to 
safety Yes we regularly talk about OHS and this has improved the communications in the stores. 
Managers now know that they are being watched. We need to keep communicating as it creates a 
learning environment. Burns, cuts, slip, trips – short cuts – fast paced.  And they do the wrong 
things. Maybe review pre-employment systems in place, thoroughly check the application form to 
ensure that the employees are right. Generally, the OHS is good but it needs the focus from the 
managers. 
 
Focus Group 2 
01 September 2008 
Staff – 8 City 
Raw Data 
 
I am very pleased with the training that we have received. Managers also tell us what we do things 
right and what we do wrong in our restaurants. The OHS training was very useful as it opened my 
eyes to what can go wrong. Most crew are not observant and that is why injuries occur. Sometimes 
they just don’t care and do the wrong things. They are also involved in short cuts which are also an 
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issue. Yes the managers correct the problem, but in a rush, even the managers don’t care because 
they also have work to complete. The issue here is that we don’t have the time to waste. There is 
so much work that has to be completed. Sometimes when we rush accidents occur. Yes people 
are young and we are aware that we are young, but that is not the issue. Whilst young people do 
silly things, it is because they are allowed to. If the managers are control, then staff is not allowed 
to do wrong things. If the manager is not focused or in control, then the staff will do the wrong 
things. All staff are given the right training, but sometimes the training is not up to the standard that 
it should be because the manager is rushing or is doing something else. There should be an OHS 
course for the staff as well.  This will fix a lot of the knowledge issue in the company.  Our senior 
managers should also be OHS focused. The reason why I make this point is that I have seen the 
senior managers that are focused have great people and good stores.  Managers that are not 
focused have poor people and poor stores. Allow staff time to understand OHS. Most of the time, 
managers do not explain anything. They just send staff to work on the task – like putting stock away 
and then pushing staff to finish it faster. Have regular staff meetings.  One of the issues is that 
stores don’t have staff meetings and that is why the issues are not discussed with the group. 
Sometimes I feel that the company is not focused on OHS, but is focused on costs. This is not the 
right way of doing business. Other issue is that most managers are very young as well. This is a 
growing concern as these people are straight from crew and have not idea. It is either they are not 
trained or they just don’t understand OHS.  Secondly, most of these young managers don’t care as 
well because they either work part time or are just running shifts. This is not a good sign. 
 
The other issue is that when we tell our managers about something that is wrong, nothing gets 
done.  We are told not be worry about it as it is OK.I feel that sometimes OHS is just another 
element of the business. Things are done because it has to. It doesn’t have the real meaning behind 
it.  If this is how the company thinks, then the culture will be negative which you will see in some 
stores. 
Yes leadership is important.  My managers are very good and we don’t have accidents. They also 
talk to us very often about safety. Hire older crew and train them well will reduce the risks. 
 
Focus Group 3 
09 September 2008 
Staff – 3 West Area 
Raw Data 
There used to be no training in our stores when I started. The training was limited to the work 
stations. I have noticed that over the years, the focus on OHS training has increased which is great.  
First my knowledge has become better and I now understand what OHS is all about. I can straight 
from school to work, and I did not have any knowledge of OHS practice. Even when I started, I did 
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not know what OHS was. I have seen staff do the wrong things all the time. To me it is common 
sense, but I guess people do the wrong things subconsciously. My manager talks about OHS and 
till the day I was given the training, I now understand what OHS is about. I can see risks and 
hazards and I can work out what the right procedure is. I still do sometimes wrong things at work, 
because we don’t have the time and secondly we are always busy. We do things very quickly 
because we have to. If we don’t then a lot of things go wrong for the business. The managers see 
us do the wrong things but they don’t say much because they are also under a lot of pressure to 
perform.  We all work together. Not all staff are well trained. This is the major issue. Other issue is 
that most staff are very young and they are here just to socialize. Working with them makes it hard 
as first they are slow, and secondly they just don’t care. This is why a lot of crew do the wrong 
things because we just waste time. The managers are trying their best but they are under so much 
pressure. No time – no staff and very less resources doesn’t help. 
 
Yes I do share the knowledge but other crew think that there is something wrong with me. They 
think that I want to be the boss but that is not right. I try and educate the younger staff but they just 
don’t understand because they are so young and have no experience. If the manager is strong, 
good OHS is followed, but if the manager is weak, poor OHS is followed. Yes culture has a lot to 
do with OHS. Sometimes, the managers are not in a position to explain because they also lack 
knowledge and also they are so young – pretty much the same age as crew.  This makes the 
workplace very soft and I feel that no one is in control.  Sometimes because of this, there is no 
reason to even ask a manager.  I might as well take the risk and do it myself.  I know this sounds 
bad but this is true.  This is why there are so many near misses and accidents at work.  Lucky no 
one has been seriously injured. I think HJPL is committed, but OHS starts from the top.  All senior 
managers must follow the guidelines and follow up. We all must talk safety. This is not happening. 
We another issue that I have noticed is the turnover of staff and managers. Maybe hire older crew 
and older managers so that we can look up to them. No, crew don’t talk about safety because there 
is nothing to talk about. The managers don’t talk about it as well.  This is to do with culture.  Maybe, 
reinforce training at a professional level. No, corrective actions are not implemented. If it is, it is 
half-heartedly done which is also an issue as we don’t learn from the issues and the issues 
continue. What can we do to improve – change leadership and culture? 
 
Focus Group 4 
12 September 2008 
Staff – 4 West Area 
Raw Data 
There is a lot of information about OHS at work, but what I feel that is the most important is that the 
training is lacking in the workplace. Whilst the company has great resources, if it is not used in the 
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way it needs to be, then the whole system is not effective. In saying this, I can also share with you 
that there are a lot of influences that is also causing this problem. I can tell you that the main 
problem is that the managers are over worked and they need to focus on the operations of the 
business, rather than worrying about OHS as it is not seen as important.  Before joining Hungry 
Jack’s, I had little knowledge about OHS and since we did received the training, OHS is now 
something that I look at, however the issue is that we are not trained very often.  The training that 
we receive is not up to the standard that it should be.  Managers do not have the time, plus we 
don’t have enough staff and this is why we are struggling.  The other problem is that we are also 
working at the same time and we don’t pay attention as we are not given the time to ask questions. 
This is the reason why we don’t know all about OHS. I think that the managers are taking OHS 
lightly because they only training us for the sake of training. There is no enthusiasm.  When we ask 
questions, it is half-heartedly answered. This is why a lot of staff do not know what OHS is all about. 
In my store, Language is also the issue.  Most staff are from ethic background and they just do not 
understand the language. Secondly, they are only working casual so they forget OHS very quickly. 
Also they are just interested in earning cash. Safety is not always spoken about at work.  Managers 
only talk about safety when something goes wrong, but even then it is short lived. I would prefer 
that managers continuously talk about safety at work. This will change the culture. Other issue that 
I have noticed in my store is young age.  Not so much age as such but the maturity of some staff.  
They just want to do the wrong things.  Like throwing food in vats, pushing meat with figures etc. 
Some managers see that the staff is doing the wrong thing but they just don’t stop the employee. 
Some staff also see and also condemn the behaviour. Yes I think so.  In my previous work, I had 
the same problem.  My manager was very slack and the crew did what they wanted to. In this store 
when we had the old managers, most were slack. Our new RM is good and we can see that he is 
trying to change a few things around.  I guess strong leaders have tough rules. The crew are just 
silly. They don’t want to learn. I do the right things because I want to.  I am also a crew and I like 
my work and I care.  But a lot of this new crew just don’t care. Worse is the managers who also 
don’t care.  I don’t know what has gone wrong. Even at home our families talk about work and they 
all say that young people these days are crazy. I am not but most are!  Yes this is to do with 
personality as some young people are good.  They behave and follow all rules. 
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Focus Group 5 
02 September 2008 
Staff – 4 West Area 
Raw Data 
My biggest issue is language, as I don’t understand the words that managers use.  When I ask, 
they get upset because I think that they don’t have the time to repeat at the time. Some procedures 
I guess because I wasn’t trained.  I was shown how to do the job practically, and that is it. I have 
read some OHS materials and I understand the basics.  If you give me an exam on OHS I would 
not pass because this is my first job and I have never learnt OHS before not even in school. Yes, 
managers are good, and most times they say things about OHS but then staff don’t follow the rules. 
Yes it is to do with leadership but I believe this is more than leadership.  It is to do with who you 
are and what passions you have.  If you are good at your job, you will talk about OHS.  I think it is 
important for the company to get tough about OHS and this is an important area. Yes I am young 
and I see that Hungry Jack’s has a lot of young staff in the business.  May be they need to hire 
older staff to create the balance so that people feel comfortable about talking about OHS. Most 
crew see work as a job only. They have not experience. When they get injured, that is when they 
learn but this is short lived as they only remember when things go wrong. Hire older managers so 
that they can set some good examples. If I was the manager, I would set good examples and would 
only hire staff that wants to be part of the team.  I would also take the time to train staff well, 
especially people with language issue like me.  Managers need to be patient and they need to 
explain OHS well. 
 
Focus Group 6 
02 September 2008 
5 West Area Staff, TL and Junior Managers 
Raw Data 
It is obvious that the company is improving OHS and we feel great about this. The company has 
really gone through a change. From my previous job, it is clear that Hungry Jack’s is a lot focused 
on OHS which is good. The place is in order and we don’t have many accidents. The issue is that 
managers do not care about OHS, is what we feel. Yes, leadership is critical because a strong 
leader will have all the systems under control. There are also other problems that needs to be 
understood.  Like short of staff, and managers do not have the time to conduct the training.  I am a 
junior manager and I have been trained, but because our store is busy, we have to work.  When 
we talk, no one pays attention because everyone is working hard trying to achieve sales targets. I 
was a crew at once as well and we did what we thought was right, not necessarily what was right 
if you know what I mean.  We didn’t see issues as danger or risks, no one talked about this. 
Managers did not show us what was right or wrong.  We went to work to work only and to have fun. 
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When I became a manager I was given the training about OHS, but it wasn’t reinforced so I did the 
basics.  I can tell you now that if OHS is driven, the stores can be safer and staff will do what they 
are told. We just heard that someone said that age is a factor. I don’t believe this as when I was of 
a younger age and I am still am, I followed all the procedures because I wanted to. The signs and 
posters needs to be updated as well so that staff can read. Arrange meetings so that staff can 
attend, I also find that is full time staff are paying attention to OHS but the casual crew are not.  
This may be that fulltime staff is constantly talking to the managers. Hire older crew. This crew will 
be able to hold the standards. Issues are age, maturity, attitude and managers’ behaviours as well. 
  
Focus Group 7 
03 September 2008 
Canberra Staff 1 
Raw Data 
The restaurant has definitely improved OHS which is great. I have noticed that improved when I 
started here 4 years ago.  We have good OHS systems in place.  My only issue is that managers 
are not consistent when applying the systems. Training is also good as it has improved my 
knowledge, but if you asked me if I always use the knowledge, the answer is no.  Why, because 
we are so busy in serving customers and we don’t have the time to follow the right procedures.  
Sometimes it is just as easier to get the job done so that my life at work becomes easier.  I do 
understand that I am taking risks, but so be it. I know I am being negative about this but this is a 
fact.  It is not only me, but the rest of the staff that do the same. Whilst the managers are following 
on the OHS side of the business, things could be better. Most are very lazy or are too busy working 
on other issues. The housekeeping is not up to the standard either.  We know that.  The issue is 
that the managers don’t care so the staff does the same.  Yes, this is a leadership issue as we only 
follow what the managers do. The other issue is that most managers are very young or they were 
crew at one stage. This is an issue as they are doing what they are used to.  Nothing is changing, 
the managers think it is funny and they themselves share the short cuts.  From my perspective this 
is a good example of how culture changes. The restaurant can be maintained better.  
 
Other issue is that most crew are young and they have an attitude. They don’t want to work hard.  
They just want quick cash or are here to have fun. I just cannot believe that the managers also fall 
into the traps. If they want they can change the culture by training these crew well and demand 
some sort of accountability.  But they choose not to. These generations have no respect.  This is 
why a lot of accidents occur is because these young crew do the wrong things all the time. Yes the 
managers see it but they turn a blind eye.  Why, because first they don’t want to get into a conflict, 
second they don’t want to counsel because they will lose the crew and third, they don’t see it as an 
issue and fourth, this will create additional work for them and fifth, they just don’t have the time.  
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This is the main issue. The other issue that I think also relates to OHS is that I am a Team leader 
and I don’t have much experience. Crew only listen to male managers who give strict orders. They 
just don’t listen to a younger person like me. This is because I am closer in age to the crew. The 
company has good systems, but it needs to be followed by all managers and crew. 
 
From what I have seen in this store, senior managers also need to learn to follow all the safety 
rules.  They should talk about safety as well. This does not occur in our store.  We don’t have any 
safety meetings nor have I seen any safety meeting held by managers. Yes I agree.  This is cultural 
and it also has to do with leadership. Strong leaders have good control on OHS and weak leaders 
have poor control. Knowledge is also an issue.  The more you train crew the better they will be. 
Turnover also affects our jobs.  We have had a lot of turnover.  Once the crew are trained, they 
leave which creates a lot of issues for us. What I have found is that our day crew are great.  They 
follow all the OHS procedures, but it is the casual crew that cause a lot of problems.  They are not 
here all the time. Yes we have all the resources, but it is the training that is lacking.  Perhaps, the 
managers need to focus a lot more on training.  I believe if we train all our crew, OHS will be much 
better. 
 
Focus Group 8 
03 September 2008 
Canberra Staff 1 
Raw Data 
OHS is good in our store. I like working here. Managers have explained what OHS is, but were 
brief in their explanations. I have learnt OHS myself. In many cases, crew learn OHS either 
themselves, or they ask another crew.  It is good to see that other crew know OHS, but I am not 
sure if they also know all the OHS procedures right themselves. If I don’t know anything, I also ask 
my friends who used to work for Hungry Jack’s.  They help me. Yes, OHS is spoken about but only 
when things go wrong. When someone falls or injures themselves, this is when the managers are 
talking about OHS, otherwise the interaction is limited. This is not right because this doesn’t change 
the culture of the company. I think all the OHS systems are there, and we can see that.  It is up to 
the manager to follow up and implement the systems.  Most times, this is not followed because the 
managers are too busy. Even with training, it lacks depth at work. The OHS books were not 
discussed in detail.  I was given the book and asked to answer all the questions.  I have not seen 
the book again. Managers are positive about OHS, but they need to drive OHS. Yes the training is 
good and I can see now how OHS affects my work, but a lot of crew don’t see it that way. They 
think that OHS is a lot of work. Some staff don’t follow any procedures at all. The managers don’t 
take action on these staff. What is having also found is that we have crew who have language 
issues. They don’t understand the OHS jargons. They get confused and managers don’t explain 
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things in detail. The meetings are not regular. If the meetings were regular, managers can discuss 
issues but this doesn’t occur. That is why the crew are not informed how the OHS is in the store. I 
think that Hungry Jack’s is reactive.  When things go wrong, our managers are jumping on us but 
when we tell the managers how things can improve, they don’t listen.  Communications most of the 
time is so poor in the store.    
 
Focus Group 9 
03 September 2008 
Canberra Senior Manager 1 
Raw Data 
Yes, right systems are set up. The company has invested in OHS and I can see that OHS is making 
inroads in my stores. It is also good to see that the information is relevant and current. I think that 
claims management has been useful and this has helped managers improve their knowledge. I 
have implemented what I have learnt. In comparison to KFC, I think that Hungry Jack’s is very 
safety conscious which is great. Stores are a lot safer than they used to be. We have a lot of training 
materials. My issue is that managers are not committed to OHS. They see it as more work, but little 
do they understand is that everything we do is linked to OHS. I guess one of the issues is also time. 
Managers don’t have a lot of time, but on the flip side, if you want your staff to be safe, you can 
create the environment. Most injuries happen because the managers just don’t care, or the just 
don’t want to work. Managers generally are highly likely to ignore negative behaviour because they 
don’t want to deal with the issues. For me being a senior manager, time is the real issue at the 
stores. Managers don’t seem to understand how to manage their time.  It is not that they don’t have 
the time; it is that they are not utilizing time effectively.  Most issues occur as managers are not 
using the right resources to start off with. Dealing with younger staff is another issue. Age is the 
biggest factor that we have to deal with.  As these staff are young, they do all sorts of wrong things 
in the restaurants. They are not willing to follow the right procedures to start with. Socio economics 
also plays an important factor.  What I have found is that staff from lower socio economics has a 
very poor outlook on life and general work ethics. It is these staff that creates a negative 
environment. This is where the culture is so weak and it seems that sometimes managers don’t 
control this. We can say that they issues is with leadership and also the age factor of these 
managers. Yes age and injuries do have a correlation. I say that in my stores, it is the older crew 
that get injured more frequently than the younger staff. The company is definitely focused on OHS, 
however will have to continue the focus on increasing the awareness by providing updated training 
for all staff and managers. Some managers are good, despite them being young.  These all boil 
down to leadership and focus.  If managers want, they can really improve OHS at work. The 
knowledge level is good, but it varies from store to store.  Some crew are good, but others are not.  
It is not personal, but some just will not have the work ethics as they come from different 
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backgrounds.  I am surprised that most crew do not want to be part of the team.  This is directly 
related to the culture of the business. 
 
Focus Group 10 
03 September 2008 
Canberra Senior Restaurant Managers 6 
Raw Data 
Coming from another fast food restaurant, HJPL definitely has the right intentions. It is good to see 
that OHS is practiced, not to the level that I would expect, but the basics are done. Staff are well 
trained, but they can do better at work. The issue with OHS is that the company will need to change 
the focus. Money is the factor. Sometimes, we have to wait for our senior managers to give us the 
approval to fix things such as broken equipment.  Safety should not be jeopardized as this creates 
a different culture. Whilst time is an issue, the real problem is that we are always short of staff that 
needs to be addressed.  We don’t have the right calibre of managers to operate the business hence 
we are always chasing our tail. Some managers see OHS as an intrusion of their work and do not 
understand the importance of following all the right systems. The issue that I have is that I cannot 
make my managers understand that they will have to create a balance when it comes down to work 
and OHS. Improving time management is critical. Our role as managers is to ensure that all crew 
understand what OHS is, and how it relates to safety.  Reinforcement to ensure that all staff are 
right and do follow all the right procedures. The key to OHS is right culture and the right leadership. 
This need to ensure that we are getting back to basics – old fashion leadership. Managers also 
need to have set questionnaire that they can use to quiz crew on shift.  If the managers want, they 
can change the situation and drive positive culture. I guess this all is reflective of what the company 
stands for. Key is culture and want or the passion. Yes we have issues with age, gender, socio 
economics, maturity to name a few, but the fact is that these are excuses only. OHS does not have 
a second place. Managers are in control. The issue is that most managers do not see OHS as 
important because they are highly reactive. This needs to change. Some see OHS as a nuisance 
factor. I will tell you that these managers will not last long with us with this attitude. I guess the 
company should get rid of all the managers that don’t want to be there to start with.  This will 
straighten a few things up. For a start, managers will take OHS seriously. This will also change the 
corporate culture. 
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Focus Group 11 
16 September 2008 
Wollongong  Managers 3 
Raw Data 
Good training systems are being applied at work. We are pleased that HJPL is OHS focused, but 
believe that OHS can improve dramatically.  We don’t have accidents as our people are good, but 
what we find is that the new staff that are now coming into our business are not focused on OHS. 
Most of them juts do not care or are just not interested in working at all. The other issue that we 
have noted is that since most crew work on a Part time basis, they are not attuned with OHS.  They 
seems to forget OHS very quickly. Managers are also not helping the situation as they are also 
showing crew all the wrong habits.  Hence, changing this culture is not easy. One of the most 
difficult exercises is to maintain crew. Sometimes when we show a bit of aggression and ask 
questions, the crew leave the business, they don’t like it. We then get into all sorts of problems.  
First no staff, and secondly we are blamed for high staff turnover. Training is good at the store level 
but it all depends who is running the training. Managers are do not care will not show the passion 
and have the drive. I thinks that OHS is directly related to leadership.  In stores that have strong 
leadership, you will see that OHS is great and active. In stores that have poor leadership, you will 
see that OHS is not up to the standards. The issues that we face are age and maturity.  I think it 
will be a good idea to hire older staff.  But this is not as important as having the right culture, attitude 
and leadership. Commitment / ownership also goes hand in hand.  If people are committed, they 
will take the task at hand and will work towards changing the whole culture.  But most importantly, 
this needs to be driven by the company. If the company wants they can do the same and change 
the outlook on OHS.  The company needs to implement these and all managers will then have to 
follow.  There will be no choice. Training is good, but will be better if we had something for all crew 
as well.  Company must think about how this will assist the crew. Give managers that appropriate 
resources.  We need to have regular meetings to talk about OHS and these needs to be driven by 
the company. 
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Focus Group 12 
16 September 2008 
NSW Junior Managers = 18 
Raw Data 
The participants added that based on the information supplied, it seems that HJPL is OHS focused. 
Our stores are very clean and well maintained they said.  Good to see that the company places 
considerable effort to ensure that all employees including staff are trained.  We have great training 
tool such as the safety modules that are used to develop the OHS knowledge of all the employees.  
We are also focusing on safety on shift to ensure that no employees are injured at work. We 
constantly ask questions and ensure that the staff have completed the appropriate training in OHS 
One of the issues that I have personally noted as a junior manager is that not all managers are 
consistent with the information that needs to share with the employees. Some managers are totally 
dedicated to ensure that all staff are doing the right things whilst others are not concerned about 
injury.  Yes this is a cultural issue – maybe more to do with personal attitude.  Some managers are 
just plain lazy and they do not want to be involved with OHS in the workplace.  They see it as more 
work. However in saying that, I must say that OHS is more work, but it is for the better.  I disagree 
with the previous comment.  OHS is part of our lives.  We need to be practicing safety at all times. 
If we can do that outside of work, why cannot we practice the same at work? Most managers are 
very good at their job. They take interest and do what they should, however my concern is that if 
you don’t push it, it doesn’t happen.  I get very frustrated as managers only do what they are told.  
I wish that every manager paid 100% awareness on safety at work. 
 
Yes, it is difficult as managers have others tasks to complete as well.  The biggest issue is time, 
they claimed. We don’t have the time. I disagree, said one participant….It is not time but personal 
time management.  If you are well planned and are organised, you can achieve a lot at work.  
Leadership / safety culture is the key.  Strong leaders have been able to do this without any issues. 
Use your most senior crew to help you. Yes, staff is also an issue. Most staff are young, therefore, 
their concentration span is below average. They are there for a couple of reasons, and OHS is not 
one of them. Whilst most are good employees, they just do not understand the importance of OHS 
and how it relates to them and to their work.  It makes life very difficult as we have to chase these 
crew around to get work done safely. I think it is also to do with young masculinity.  Young people 
think that they can do anything….they are prepared to take risk at any time. Ok, let’s face it that 
young people will take risks, but where is the manager then?  Who is in control or in-charge?  If the 
manager understands risks and discipline then these young staff will not be in a position to play. I 
come from a very good store.  We have great staff and great managers. This is not to say all staff 
are fantastic, but because we managers all stay together and work together, our leadership is not 
challenged as we are consistent with what we do. Even all the staff understands that they will have 
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to follow all the procedures. We don’t have any accidents because our staff are highly aware of the 
risks and they also work together. Maybe this is because all the staff sees each other daily?  Well 
maybe, but it all boils down to one thing – and that is safety culture.  Safety culture starts from day 
one.  If you have set the right standards from day one, and the manager follows through, then you 
have a good chance of the employee to be highly effective and will follow all the procedures. 
 
Focus Group 13 
10 October 2008  
Senior Executives = 17   
Raw Data 
It is interesting information that does affect our business as OHS plays a major role; we need to 
ensure that all our managers and systems are in place. Having the right systems is the key for now. 
I know that Ravi is working on self-insurance program. My issue is that this meeting is good as I 
don’t understand fully what OHS is all about. I have the basic idea but I do not understand the 
technical aspects of OHS, however you tell me what is required and I will get it done. Great OHS 
is important. It is not about money; it is about keeping our business safe and protecting our people. 
OHS implementation helps grow the business, as well as it takes into account all facets of the 
business. As long as we are all committed in OHS, the business will succeed to great heights; 
however we must ensure that all our people are right. I suggest that we go one step at a time as 
OHS is a major area to shift through our business. We need to develop resources, whilst we have 
the resources in house; we need to evaluate what resources we can invest in. We are pleased with 
the in road that Ravi has made in OHS, and we understand our responsibility but we have other 
business to take care of. With OHS it doesn’t stop at any time. OHS is ongoing and will continue to 
grow as our business is growing.  We need to identify this and be with times. 
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